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Introducing Web-based Technology Enhanced Language
Learning (TELL) Courses and Resources for In-Service EFL

Teachers

Abstract

English language competence has become more and more important in
today’s world. Using computer technology to enhance second/foreign
language learning is not a new practice. For over 30 years, researchers
and teachers worldwide have been using computer technology in
teaching foreign languages. In recent years, some Taiwanese teachers
have begun to incorporate TELL/CALL (computer assisted language
learning) into English language education. However, TELL/CALL
remains not popular among Taiwanese teachers, and many in-service
English teachers are not able to catch up with the rapid developments
of information technology. Without proper trainings, English teachers
will not be able to incorporate technology into teaching. In fact, the
web is an ideal platform to deliver online courses and trainings.
Language teachers can gain access to web courses and resources from
any place at anytime. In responding to the pressing needs of
- Taiwanese EFL teachers, in this paper we introduce various web-based
TELL/CALL courses and resources to in-service Taiwanese teachers.
It is expected that more English teachers will make good use of these
local and international resources and will try to better integrate
computer and information technology into their teaching.

Key Words: teacher development, technology, web, computer-assisted
language learning (CALL), asynchronous learning
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RUERASHAEHEANEE

A Survey of Primary School English Education in Miao-li

County

Abstract

A crucial components of educational reform—starting English
education from grade 5— began this year. Many studies have
examined primary school English education in various cities and
counties in Taiwan. Miao-li County has not yet attracted researchers’
attention. To fill this gap, this study surveyed 1) the English teaching
personnel of elementary schools in Miao-li County; 2) the selection of
children’s ELT materials in Miao-li County’s elementary schools; 3)
students’ experience of and attitude toward English learning. Two
questionnaires were distributed to collect data. One was to English
teachers or the principal of each primary school in Miao-li County, the
other was to fifth graders. Of a total of 118 primary schools in Miao-li
County, 100 responded. As for the fifth grader survey, there were 1018
valid questionnaires. It was found that the majority of Miao-li primary
school English teachers are well-trained and prepared, yet uncertified.
With regard to the selection of teaching materials, it appeared that
most teachers’ preferences are identical, though the criteria used to
select materials varied. Concerning the students’ experience with
learning English, the results showed that 68.3% of the participants
have studied English.

Key Words: teacher, teaching materials, primary school English

education
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% TEHAGHETERE R o ssb o Swain (1985) > AL TEEE
1&@ VAR ERANERAMBANETREY I TRETRbEIRER

ERGEE - AN FRE R SHEMNB/AKREATERRL > ARRET S
ﬂ-fﬂﬁ”i‘iﬁf’aﬁléﬁﬂﬂ Bt (Allright, 1988; Busch, 1982; Chastain, 1975; Day, 1984;

Ellis, 1993; Ely, 1986; Seliger, 1977; Spada, 1986) » E &R XA B R RELHRE

\ bl
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AOESHEALEN KA RELAHEE > HHRAE ETESDFsE
(EFL)3R¥ L& 4 09 RJE » & % $35 5 3467 FF &0 B5 2 $8 %5 (Beebe, 1983; Katz, 1996;
Lucas, 1984; Tsui, 1996; White & Lightbown, 1984) - White F] Lightbown (1984)4&
MATHER —E+E78OR2E 24AREORBAMBRA R — KBS
HERHER - 5 b > Tsui (1985)F0 Wu (1991) £ £ #3bE &) ESLRESMAR T &
R RENER SARVEIGHLEGRFRETHE  EELFRREMAE -
WROBRELAET0ANERARAE AETLENBRILUES A
FERROPLENHOESH - HBEOMNOETHREEY R+ HEFHE -
BERMHAR % #/F ESLREFL@ 2 EH5METRC 284 RAFSRA
AELOBKALTFONB BT ELAFTRRFHEAHUTEEL -2 4 -
HEFRETH XA FRE+2AORE EEAEAWRNALR ML 4 f
HAENEAFXESHRSBANBTICERBHRFLEHL BT XAHS
FHEETE B RUBLCTERRARKSO T RAFHBEE 0ES A
REFHRE TGN - B-ARBRETHFRALGHEE - RAH KA
5 REFTHOLAERREANKGE R HERFRIEHGEF DR
HEFROHT B TEEE ;RS PHARTARBLLBOHSHR
REENE BATAKHGALAARETHNAERARKRERS - Bt AHE
BREFHRA—BARBNHGREFHBIRE B AFKHUREETH RS Y
OELRYEHER -

WRIBXBK  FEREZHAINEANEIH S RP > BROAWREES
B REEH A ikt 3l RIF3 R E ZE 82 e 3A 5] #L 3 8 (Chaudron, 1988) - i
Fth— R Y R B IEE S Me975 ) (Long, 1980; Gass & Varonis, 1985;
Pica et al, 1985; Duff, 1986; Crookes, 1986) * {25 6918 T M EFH BB M E > BV
BEHNALLOER - RPAOFITRATHRER BAMGHELZMTREAR
Brad R A ZETREALANEZRN  RFEHNEBAHTHEGERTHES
AR TE N ERERNRELAELERELSH - Bt R E Mo
BEARTOBLRTH HF5H ZRNSEHGOELAE T ROEE R
R R MEFHRTUIBLAREOELRATAHNORE TS AERBLOHEG
MERARRALLNHOESLHE -

ARARRTHHAAAHRLEHHEAREL ANV EREN FFCRT
RELTHAHBAMPOEFTHR -FHOBARMHNRGLLLEHRAF L BN
HERDE  PARIES BT AREGEB/A FRELY - b #H$
HRLBE RELLANPERAFRABABRKL - ATk S H AR EHFRGFA
BREGOLE KAMNELRHERTHEFLASE BHUGIALELRARHRE
Y LREARENEBER  AYOLRE -

—~HREA# -
ARG EBANMRE L AHGRENYNBEHL TG T Hokd T F

40 : 44



RS 3: REFEH

M RBRFEHET RIVASATMARE , IARRD S ATARAR
ZERBH:

(—) BoHGFREEHNAEBRETBEXRFEFEAOHPTHZIRE N
Mgkt TR2YHUR , ATRE0BLIATH, BITRR THFL-F
MHRERLEHAE=AOERIBHER > LAtk -

LHFAMMHEETERMS - 2RUH -S4 ANRLBEE/LEFHE
EMERARHER AL ARRZE B

(=) FEHARMS - SRBH - A AEMETHLL > #NBBEARIEEE
AREBHLEHA LA ZERAEOEZIRBAN R EHAERRNGEX -

BREFSAERE > HEFLAERLAEAREL TRAK, 9475 KM
£ 4 0 S % 2 RLAE R 2 i (Flowerdew & Miller, 1995; Yu, Liu & Littlewood, 1996;
Tsui, 1996; Wu, 1991) » {238 sk 448 & 42 8 RS8R 1 — b4 M oy Bt o B SLARBH
OB EFEARED AERARBBEERGFLETH RS EALHF X
FORNH o AREFEH TRMEE L 0ELE  WREEHTUEM AHE
KA Aok~ FRRGFEEG o

BUAME  #SRELEGHHAMGE S —FEH > Bt e e AR
FoAbokM  LURR ETRELRGEE ARG EZFHNEHE 1T -
b IR E G A B A0 M 4 PIARA SR E G S A B B P 69 BA B 0 A2 SR AR SUBK 47
AEHAHOER AMRAZHER B B LMMORE DESAEREF AR

A~ PR kR R
—HRH L

AARZHGRLBEAMARRR AL EGFRER - FERL 5T
RLE RBAL ERAL AHALREAFRERA—RXRET L4
NG ERBHBAR—TEMERIE  HHERUEFR AR -
HBERERAER ARLERTEARMEAS  AHERRAMEBHYE
o AR THRGHBRELTRES - BLAAREHZ BHALT © SR8EH (—&
A EFRAR)  HERE (b BALSLGRER - FERXE ¥ 76
R2R - REAL  h  ERXSE  AHKRLE  SHGRER) 23 (AXE
B —RASZHABARGRERZEXHT LA BLEKR —RASHSA
PR BEHTLA) AT - sboh N ARRIARERBEAR  &H
GEARRA L B2 SRR ERFRROE LG - B PEAR
HIW T4
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X% X% (24 |2 & |HE

U e SR e S 1

Bidbep | 4 200 .c9p 1sp. | . 48
FERE 18] 29 13 61
& e 29 G120 A7 |, - 64
RBERE 390 18 6 68
EAKRE 14 28] 30 7 79
Bh K% 26 38 6 75
gtare] 4 18 10] 14 - |- 46
F & T 39| 178} 146 78
3t % . 185 X SR 217 |[—AE KRS 1 283
4 1 256 WAL 224 |FE SR 158
st 441 (B A)

wlay] =&

W

— - HMRATE

AMRAERGAENSE RBEHFRERET AL (HFE) RaXAH
A oBEREHAHMBEIAREZELE  TAHTELRBENKRKS Lo The
Grammar Translation Method ~ The Direct Method + The Audio-Lingual Method ~ The
Silent way - Desuggestopedia + Communicative Language Learning - Total Physical
Response (TPR) * Communicative Language Teaching % > & &2 & AL+ A%
BHLESG UAHRHBFABTE RGO BERBRUGEESHHE B
BULHERFRENFTA ATRACLRBOHKBTHRLR REL O+ A
REREHLEG - BENEHARCEEHADH AL " BHR=ZFLEFR
—RAR HHYBERERBERREBBRORBEH T URE LEAREHY
TR o4 tiEM s §ERANESH LR - EMBHE > =+ o8 3t
FotERARA T oEERAXKLEY B RARBAAREA— RS
A REBERBRIRERARAENEHHFTELEAMAEL LRETNARE
AR+-EFEBRXBEHEEH  -PELLBR Y REFIREES  MAR
ERREMSAETY T HRAAE ) HRBAKE  TALMEMESZ=HER
BHEEH ARH-RABRETHRABRARYYEY -

BEXME (Mk—) BEELAAEIRE HERBER-AXHELER
RXEG HH=TETRAERETHARBAYIHEETY , 2 T HRARE |-
Mokt ~TREHR > URLEHRET "REVASAHER, TS
AERTRALAELGAHRALLE  BHADERTRA

(F)EGEAGREEE (L) G8%b AEHHAGAEAT? ()
(2) BAALEHETREHIEL Y hlfokit ?

' BERIAN LG ASRTRESLEIHH AR L EABRHRESL -
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SR REEH

(Z)ABAR REHHARAPLGABENATRBE?
(@) BEHETREFLAREL AL ARG ER RELAOESATE
RERT

ENFEAH TR RBEXMEEHAEQE FREXKEZHAHAH
BBATH Y s R R AR ERSRN T B L RHFDEREF 0T B
THT TRASG, 481235 B5 RS, #49 - AHEFTHHRRA
E-BeygRmstd > ARERDE THT TRES,TRE L T ARSI
o8 S0% EHRRALRRESARETH  HHLERR 95 R
R RO TRE T HT TREN, £ 12230 9% TRE A
B4 HHoESRENG QLT RATHR, F05 " RERE " Kool
TRk, 8431234 % T@HE , F45 - ARBLETHS%RN - 2
EHRAUELREANARGH S -

ERMETRUHGZHEREES) L&A RBERMEEREREAKE
R BREEAHREAME (M=) BEXAHETHHHREH L ELREL
2ZMEHRAY HEESRBOREBRI XARERTH LM OHGER
UEAE MABBLLGME RHATEM (FANEBES ) HGLFR
RERTAPAHE - ATREOE RELEIARGLTEY - FHAAHE
AHMAMERBALERBLN K LOEHAY A ERRNORE LR
I MAE ST ARG BHHBROHET AKX FNMEFARELT  #
M BIHE  ARBEAREAFRKEH O RE BT ARRRAY
o HTHESEHNRETHORLROE  FRAEAE Y Rinds ZHHEH
B ETHRBOLAEAEHABRETTRELOHEETY -

ZEFHEERN

BARSHMERRFELRERF XS MM NRE LBITEAD AL
MERKERLEBEYZE R+ EFEHBRIASAAFOMERAKRAL
£5962%; KEFPADKULAEAR GRS FE G2+ HMEFE+
—pElk B EEERE EFEREL BIRELALSER T FHUPRE
BEEHAFHE ABa XX RO ERARE  PHRERAE
Rt - ERF  —RFREEIHELRT X o sbst > FéteheEnEg - £
BAE o~ A% MHEERARF L EITER

% -RERAHSE

- HAEEANRBPEAEAMF TR NREBITRF RSN -SHMET
RAG=Z+ME "HERETHARARK AR ESH 0 FHARAMNS - £
B (—RALHGRER) HWEAE (AL T -HZB) 25 (AXEK
RETBR) GEERAIEG  HRNREHPEGHG " HRARAE T ook >

s
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Fr284R ) URSEHATHE "REuBEL4AL2YEM wELLHEARR
& R ho BA 5 Hr it hA

— BB RARKGE THRHAE | BALOAREN
; ARRHGRELE  HRAE | ARG EEBY  BTARRT I OM%
| o BOAETRSERMGHNEHERBERLTH Y SR RERBA TR
RAEE LB RERGRE > BRI T ERP2EH L R ALE -
2ERKGHNERIAERSONHERERL TG S I RE L1
12 KPR TERLBALHE AL LR AGARRE NI SHHTHE
P TRES TS OARBE S BB FlsER:

()& HEREHLEG T A sz HFHRARHEERARL LR
EENN - ERAL  BBETHENZ TS E Y BRATNS
B TRAMARRZABHETHHEARBERET HARARES -

11

BALEREHPES "HRABAE ) AENTLZRHER (N=441)
DA et
BB ERHAE " é;r-;
9z p ” Ay . f ’RE, =
MK | R 1, 5T LB | AS l;%%
PE RN PY S L DY Y Ll DS LR DY 1?/qi§°ﬁ‘ﬂ
Nlvool 17] 39 42 95| 104] 236 164 372 113[256] 1| s86.4] 1
Nivia| 53] 120 53] 12.0] 103] 234 134] 304 97/220] 1| 758 2
Nlvo | 470 107] 62] 141] 127] 288 144] 327] 60[136] 1| 751] 3
wsl 49 111 63] 143] 127] 288 137 31.1] 65147 74.6| 4
Nlvor| 46l 104] 83] 188 134] 30.4] 129 203] 48{109] 1| 704 5
vis| 520 11.8] 87 197 143 324 101] 229 58132 68.5| 6
Nlvo | s8] 13.2] 90| 204] 135 30.6] 118 26.8] 40l 9.1 66.5| 7
Nivio| 74 168 81] 184 115] 26.1] 117] 265 s2{11.8] 2| 64.4] 8
| Nivs | 72 163] 85| 193] 105 23.8] 113] 256] 65147 1| 64.1] 9
vis| s6 127] 104 23.6] 135 30.6] 107 243 39| 838 63.7)10)

MR E NRRAMMLS "HEAAHNEEY




R A REFH

£12
$PAREHEEYH " HABRE AETTEZAIER (N=51)
T BT
HETHHRGAR Hlanss
kRE, =
BE | ARAE 18 W | RE& | ms  |BAEES
Ao g 7 | am| BF (amlmow|an| BF AHE
t t T AN ;4
v28 3 59 0 0 10 19.6 19 373 18/ 35.3| 1} 92.2] 1
v6 3 59 1 2.0 12| 23.5; 22| 43.1 131 25.5 92.1] 2
v12 1 20 4 7.8 16f 314 16 314 141 27.5| 903 3
v7 1 2.0 4 7.8 15| 294 19 373 12y 235 90.2| 4
vs | 2| 39 4 78 19 373 19 373 7| 13.7] | 883] 5
Niy2 3 5.9 11] 21.6 16{ 314 16f 31.4 5 9.8 72.6| 6
v22 5 9.8 8 15.7 13] 25.5 16f 31.4 8 1571 1| 72.6] 6
Niy21 5 9.8 10 19.6 17 333 12 23.5 71 13.7 70.5( 8
v16 3 59 12 235 12| 23.5 17, 333 5 9.8] 2| 66.6 9|
v17 4 7.8 14 27.5 14 27.5 15/ 294 4 7.8 64.7 10|

AR E NASMALS "HBRBAHPEY, -

(D)2 A RALRARAFORAEHBEZHNEL T AFBRAHEEHE
WAz % BAWMZLERELAUE - Ld o £213:20-2188
AR EXKLEG BARIEN=ZL - A NLETTRAKBFEH T
BAEZAARBAARAEHEEH (B XN +2) - TRAAZLHE
BRBREY ARBAHLETHEANALALANEENTH > 8
AEBOPAFMBBRHAELESIETARBREXGAEHETSH -

(2) ERNAHGHH S BARAFOHAEHREHRAAR 28462127
58 BRALAMAMARAYHEGTAREAXSREHP TG £8
BEABBAULFTBESEAARZS  HGEFTORHEAARRSHN+
A2 EARBAAESEANKETH (LB HEAN) TG
ARUBEEGRAH BASHETALRBAHETH ORI RER -

ﬁ&gﬂ%%iﬁ&%és#2ﬁ+%&$%ﬁémv@%&rmﬁﬁ$J
FARMEAERF PR BRTARFPTASLET HETERAEEAHE
EH MHGRSENEER HARSLENTREHHL PLEER T =R
EHE NHAEBBXEHOE 2R (BAHBLZ HFHEN ) R 21 A(R
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AHLE S HEGHEN) ABRBANBEBXETHE 2888 (L AL W - P
Z—) hsbiER  AERRHAXEFLBAAZAAKBEZHHLERAER
UEEH AMAFEARIERKE (BAF—F= -w+A) FEPY HHER |
MEARNBRABREHETHIEBEAXKRESH - 5 RERBFHAER—TSH
MR SAECETRE—FOR—AS RRANEFEHGRESLEUR—HAXH
SRR MEAAL RELHALBALLHNBELERBAVE - BUHGRS
AUREEHABAERREAS L A THRELAKGZ YN ABHETHY
BRG AARE—FTHEHACLEREFHTHRLTUARE LR L2 K2
Fehdck > BATEAYK  LAARZIEMOELRGER -

SRR HGR2EASGNE  PERRROALATMA T LAER
AR ERALBEGPELEH4U=TEARERP2ETHALABANR -2 EHLRP
DHEAABREZHE LR TAER R IRR ARG N L L EF A &
kit TEEHR, A TERER, FHoLHER BRK 21
Bk 2.1 Tho KGR 4ELABBXKEFTHOA%RM (=-223,p<05) %
Bk (t=-3.19,p<01) 2 ERM (t=1.90,p=058) {F o3 BELE - =
BEEEY  HFHFITHBREGNELE -

%21
KRS kM PEHURAVEASLAEMEA LA tTRBEA
(N=492)
& E R/ 4 A 3 # ZBRE t{a
' 67 51 103.96 11.29
Aokt 24 441 100.56 10.19 -2.23*
P 51 98.55 9.42
R Py 441 94.50 8.49 3.19%
== F -] 4] 51 102.71 10.58 -1.90
&5 84 441 99.96 9.71 (p=0.058)

£ ¥ p<05 **p<.0]

BREBSAIFHOER G A TARERLTH T HFRAZFESH R
ERLEHRINEEAXNAHETORGFS A LARARBEHRE
ZAMOSRELTAHER - A KOGRFAAZEOQE LA/ T ERHEIMR
ERE TREHNHRBERAERBTONEZAMEE - ZFARARAKNTH
HEBREREHGFREBIVEALRBARFRHAHIRFOESL RO
B ARAEGHHNLEHRBIBAER GAZMAERAG £ (=3.19,
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B A BRETH

p<.01) ¢ &5 (M=98.55) A HBXEFHHL B RBMEENE L (M=9450)
BT RENHLETHE TLEHR ) MR BREHF —ROEERTE
A#HGRELTERBAAMBETGHOHM AELNARBEEH BTF
BRAXMLEHARBERD  AAHE—FRAE - B2 RRAATHARY
AR ;‘%ﬂﬁéﬁi}i%&%’éé@&iﬁ RERGEDETROFEVRSANRE
¥ AR FTEHMER -

Z B0 HAHRRME C MARAS R AESRY FERRAOESAE
RAVERHRER
ABERAMMERAM (B —BRRLREGELIT) HNHEF LM%M
LERRROESATMAVE  RARABFNOHGA=ZORERRLAZR &
SHASRBE WAL AYER SRl FERRROBLAEMEEHK
SR AR EABAIBR AR RBRELZBERTHE -MBKERPEK31320

(m) AR 2 RMEH ARG ASSN FEHRRUBALAEMHER
Yo BTAR AL > BRI SLAR A t A BRI ER — AT K SR EP MR I L IR A ER L Aok L -
%Eﬁ%ﬁn%&ﬁﬁﬁi%wi£i§ﬁ§o%%zﬁau

%31
—RABRGREEMGAS%N -  LERRAVELATRAATRB/ER
(N=51)

5 B 2R 4 b ¥ 8 ;4 I3 8 BREE t{E
' — KB 33 105.67 9.56
At pean 18 100.83 13e7 8
A 33 99.91 763
RS ey 18 96.06 7788 4
oEsR  —#A$ 33 104.33 9.36 Ls1
4] iR 18 99.72 12.25 .

B&R 31 FLoRESRBHAORXERRAEG #N BB XA EZHETH
Wikt s REAERSSAVELANRELSBELRE RENNHELEAR
HER

(=) PR LAkt SERRRAR AL ATRB s LOER

ERNEMD G AEAE At E IR B AEF R AR ARk
BEYRRUFALREB=BAREARTHER - BRI2EFTARAMIKEGZ
BoriEEELR -

51 47



WEB W English Teaching « Learning
26.4 (April 2002)

% 3.2
FEMA ARG AS RN - SEHERSAERELA LA tERHEEL
(N=50)
wE 5 AR Sk BRE t {4
B4 14 102.57 10.92 -
okt iy 36 104.69 11.62 0.59
B4 14 98.79 779
At ey 36 98.44 1021 0.11
OEAR B4 14 99.79 7.98 .
&R 53 36 104.03 11.40 o

W B KBS - SREH - ERE - AMGEEASRYE  2HEHX -
OESREMZER
AGHEGRENSBLENGE S BN TR UNERAUNELELZ
B ®s AFAMGIDERAE L mA ABRLENGRN KRTHRIELE
ok B A X MATHABENER BN RRMHELS2RRH - EL
ERAFNZHZHOARIAERABITIN HR RAREREE  AlE—
P EELEEHR -

(—) BEA K EEHNSRY - FEMRATRSAERATLOZR

SR t E R R AR A EG N ki T AR RS
RER, B LEHER -

BRAITRAY  B2ih kBt AEHGA%RMN (3.12,p<01) AX
P (t=-3.07,p<01) > £ R ERE (=-3.95,p<001) FohdMmELR k%844
LEZEERAE T FHETHBEANTEE

% 4.1
FEMANG LMkl  SERERLBERIALOERB[EX
(N=441)
o) 3 AR S 4 ZRE t{E
B4 185 98.80 10.88
Bk 4 256 101.86 9.50 -3.12%
B4 185 93.05 8.99
FEHR 4 256 95.55 7.97 -3.07**
niE4Mm B4 185 97.84 10.04 3.95%ks
& FE 4 256 101.48 9.18 ‘

35 1 %% p< 0] *** p<.001
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XA REFH

3] 838 B R AP 5 5 ML 49 £ % (Biehler & Snowman, 1990; Eisenstein,
1982; Farhady, 1982; Good & Brophy, 1990; Lakoff, 1973; Maccoby & Jacklin, 1974;
Slavin, 1988) » £ ¥ Maccoby & Jacklin (1974) & T4t /& 0 3B 4E /1 9 RRE A 5
Mo BHELANAAEAREMF @ - 54 Biehler & Snowman (1990)51 4 B
IREHREBET AL OERAYE  HF - BHERBMREN fstHENF
AR B 4 o R RANAS WA EE A TEAR RIS~ E AR KA R M o B
& 8945 A &5 /1 £ % 4& 7 B M (Eisenstein, 1982; Farhady, 1982; Lakoff, 1973) - Hyde
& Linn(1998) M R&E RA A AN Ll eh S » R H F i £ OiEREN L&A
EFEZR -WHAMAEERMNT F > H2AHNBEXRERETH AT R ALK
M SLERRXRAOESAEHT G CHAAHER A H2E A =AE KT
MASLHENELE 2535 TRALPALFI LA B RABEXREHER
G A A B A RREREEAMDEHOSERIR L ARARRTH
BoBZABLE KAHBANARNAEREHEHRAXELEHRR  RAHER
KR EHBEG R K AHKS LAY ittt (SD=950) £HHR

(SD=1797) 2 £ B4t B A& &kt (SD=10.88)  £FFHR (SD=8.99) #
LRBE ) EALBOHBERS LI BIRARBOBSAEHEIE F
L2 4 ERARPEO] HBAFEKE Thok @ ERAHABAXKETHRHR
BUBLARGERE MBRARREANE  LEAFBERERLRN - RURLF
AEARTARIHHGHOBE BB A AL L EERRMERGLEHNRBER
& o

(=) 2AGSEBE - ELAERA S ZRAAKME LEHRROE

REBZTERZBERY

AARBERBHN T AT BALRGRERAHEA A REMEST AL
b hE=a ENABNE R AXSRREISLRREFHHER -
A8 G T4 LS R REHBEH AN Y RAVESREML
BXEREREFIHRTE - P F A=A T8 EHSH R FE&RMefik
HHALELA=ZHERTLHER NMMEaERANHNEEE=ORET L
GHER D UATERBHANEREHNSLEAZOREFTLHER o & 421
FRLE=ZFREERAGHR
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% 4.2.1
ZRMEH - HEMBERAAVNBRALA=OELHREEARER

A-ZEEELXRER (FA) REAEHS
X EAFR okt SEHRE | UHLREE
ZRMH x% 5 8.07** 2.42 8.37**
WM E xA S 3.52% 6.56%** 3.46*
SR CEIE/ME 1.72 1.72 1.00

£ 1 *p<05 **p<0l

SRR A2 B ERUASHN  MREFRAEBMEKESGRE  BE—
FHAELEEZHR -

LAREKBARANNSELE=EMOEFTLOER

HAEF R BRMHR AN LB Aok 2EHRROBERERANZ
Y BEH RS TR ARFIRE 422 F -




R RETH

% 4.2.2
AEBRBHRAHSALESEMN PERE 0ELATHMIPFHHUR
BEE

& &3

1oF: 2 58 4 XRR HER 2
AH(N) 136 147 283

—fERE | FHEM) 102.12 98.61 100.30

%% £(SD) 9.51 11.53 10.73

A& AEN) 81 77 158
% SR | THEM) 99.96 102.16 101.03
M R £(SD) 9.14 9.12 9.17
A#(N) 217 224 441

a8 T (M) 101.32 99.83 100.56

23 £(SD) 9.41 10.88 10.20

A$(N) 136 147 283

—ft k% [FHEM) 96.20 93.20 94.64

* 12 £(SD) 7.99 9.60 8.97
M AEN) 81 77 158
" BmRER | FHEM) 94.44 94.05 94.25
2 12 £(SD) 7.74 7.43 7.57
A#(N) 217 224 441

4 T3 #(M) 95.54 93.49 94.50

% £ £(SD) 7.93 8.91 8.49

ABN) 136 147 283

o —AE | EHEWM) 102.30 97.74 99.93
5 2 # £(SD) 8.83 11.15 10.34
; A#N) 81 77 158
@ BREr  |[FHHM) 99.54 100.48 100.00
& 12 # £(SD) 8.40 8.58 8.47
ﬁé . [ABMN) 217 224 441
a8 T3 (M) 101.27 98.68 99.96

12 % £(SD) 8.76 10.40 9.70

MBI RAD S BBR Akl - 2ERRAOBLAEMAKEAR

—#IT—BAFREESN > SRR 421D GRFEPT

(1) 8 & 69 S KB )R 2 5] 9155 B Mk bk &5 B 14

HABRBHRANLTESSRMO R EAAERE (F=8.07,p

<O HE-—FHHBREBERR w&RA2IAT ERBELT -
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(i) " BAENFRERHAXERELLZGHRR LERAE L
g_ °
()~ MALELELLEENHREERELRELE -
(i) —AREY » XIPRPLBESNELREL LGRS
Ry XERARLRELBMELE -

(2) Bk e BRAH R 5 RS B R 80 WA
BEE 421 SRBHAAHNUN B AS TR R REARA L
EREHRE (F242) SRBHAANEAFIHHBA ST
HERGEELALKR -

%423
FRERBEIRANZEL L TEHehBoks | 2 EEEERRMIN
HEX

Source SS ' Df MS F Post Hoc
FRAH
AXER 237.30 1 237.30 2.70
AR 634.53 1 634.53 5.47* a2>al
23
f—BRE 871.70 1 871.70 7.75%* bl >b2
AEBER 189.82 1 189.82 2.28

1 *p<05 **p< .01
2 FHE Cal | — AL a2 HRER
bl: X Bk b2:EER

QELENHERBIRANROESRIBS W%
BRERBHRANLEOESAEMI AR EME (F=837,p
<O KE—FPHBERERYR - PR A2457 S RERE LT -

() BAREXLRLLAVELIAERANEGRERA -

(i)~ BAZHELERPLLEAIBLREMANGREEREEREL -

(i) E— ALY XIPRELBESZNELREL  EAGRER
o XERIEERLLRBHELR -
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XA REEFY

* 4.24
FRASRBHURANZE4 A 0BLREM, LRAERHRTHN
HER
Source SS df MS , F Post Hoc
SRHH
EXER 386.22 1 386.22 5.13% al>a2
AEER 379.10 1 379.10 3.54* a2>al |
£ : (p=.061)
E—BAE 1468.91 1 1468.91 14.38%** bl>b2
AP 34.68 1 34.68 0.48

3£ 1: *p<.05 ***p<.001
322 FHbi al —RASR 2 HRER
bl %K% b2:EER

WX BRBEMT » AEHEEH Tkt ERAH-BARRGRER
BERHMAEEGRE  ENL ToESRER, RE L GERAARGE
B —BRASXLHGHPLLRGRERS > RAHBEA YK BB EY R
REBAELAREIHOSRGEM - BT R —RAFRAA RERANE
B SRESHS I ARELEHSRURTREE — AR UGN S E&
B4 ARAESEESEERRIECHAEZLRLGRELRFRE L
9o FRHBESIFALEARAGEORESHUARTETHE  BEABOHR
GrNA—BARSRE R SARASERBERAFEHELILR  AERE
A RE RSN —RASELRNPLAGRUATESFREROT TR
% *77‘%!‘;"6%  TREKMBHEZ GV ERRLRE A BN BB BHET
Bk -

HE—BABASL RAXBHROSEAGKIER TELREAFTHES
SREEK > XLRLETHRANKELRAAAAARS ORTEBEASAK
S5 RAPHBRBAANEES KYBALES - WROEE  LGEER
gy X~ EREKRARAABRLS

Z2AMERERAFNEZBREAFILHER

z&ﬂ#*ﬂmﬁmﬁﬁ%mzﬁ*i&ﬂ%& BN FROELEREBRET
P BEEREHRAOARTINE 425 F -
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% 4.25
AEEMERANP A A H%kMN - LEHR - 0ELAEMIPHHR
mAZREE
L&) 25

)4 ks T -4 12 i K38 i 4
A#N) 43 66 109
- I 3 # (M) 100.58 103.50 102.35
12 & £(SD) 8.64 8.54 8.54
A$N) 79 53 132
& $ 37 F 35 # (M) 102.04 98.83 100.75
% & £(SD) 9.04 14.06 11.38
" AFMN) 95 105 200
i 8F I 345 #(M) 101.05 98.03 99.46
2 £(SD) 10.08 9.95 10.10
AEMN) 217 224 441
S I 34 (M) 101.32 99.83 100.56
%% £(SD) 941 - 10.88 10.20
AHN) 43 66 109
b &g I 34 M) 94.88 96.73 96.00
%R £(SD) 7.80 7.05 7.38
A$(N) 79 53 132
2 7 &R 35 (M) 96.75 90.68 9431
g %% £ (SD) 6.93 11.06 9.28
% AEMN) 95 105 200
3 g 3f I35 # (M) 94.84 92.88 93.8
%3 £(SD) 8.69 8.17 8.46
A#N) 217 224 441
S 3 (M) 95.54 93.49 94.50
# 3 £(SD) 7.93 891 8.49
A#N) 43 66 109
L& 345 M) 101.58 102.85 102.35
& £(SD) 9.68 8.73 9.09
o AHN) 79 53 132
3 P 21 F35 8 M) 102.14 97.07 101.11
% B K £(SD) 7.55 12.44 10.08
g1 AEN) 95 105 200
& & I35 (M) 100.41 96.88 98.55
i & £(SD) 9.26 9.56 9.56
AHN) 217 224 441
S 35 $ (M) 101.27 98.68 99.96
&% £(SD) 8.76 10.40 9.70

(1) 24 o303 B R £ 5 5175 By bk 14 69 B 1%

BiE&k 421 AFHOBERNR I RERER AN ASBRHZRE
Ve EBAE (F=3.52,p<.05) &5 H E6b X BHR > W Scheffe’’x
BATFHLR SRk 426 EHELT -
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XA REEH

XBREEFARZMERAMARELE -

(RBBREAE » LTI ERE 8 FHR B -

(i) b 85Fa S B R X B A BB RS £ R o R 3
XERHLE P I BHABRGNEZREL -

%k 4.2.6
AEMEMERANZS L A TiEGHYBokM | Z B EXRMH
HEXR
Source SS df MS F Post Hoc

EME

EXER 70.97 2 35.49 3.98

EESR 1282.67 2 641.33 5.65% al >a2, a3
%%

23t 3p 221.79 1 221.79 3.10

Z£ ¥ 3 326.39 1 326.39 2.55

e L 456.10 1 456.10 4.55* b1>b2
1 *p<05

2 Fhibsr cal i sbER a2 P al: dif
bl : X%/ b2: EEK

QB4 eEMERAMNREE B RGM*A
HLENERANEL YRR T LR ERAE (F=6.56,p
<Ol) #—F oA EshE B2 R > it 1L Scheffe’ sk 4T F44 tb i

ok 427 Fi 0 ERBELT -

DX2HRSLENFALBEAERRMABELER -
(ELEmE @ LGP FRAFH > FHHH -

(i) Fo M LR HX PRI BELRLL BBREL R XS
RS E LI HABRGENELREL -
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*42.7
ARMEMERASNZ R4 L "LEHR 2 RGTEREIVFBEAL

Source SS df MS F Post Hoc

WIEME

EXER 179.85 2 89.92 1.44

AEEK 1149.95 2 574.98 7.68***  al>a2,a3
2%

Z£ b 3p 88.49 1 88.49 1.64

& P 3R 1167.78 1 1167.78 15.02%** bl >b2

fd i 192.76 1 192.76 2.72
1R pc 001

$E2 D Fhbd tal  Jb¥P a2 PR a3 HEp
bl Xk b2 BRK

C) L4 B HERAFNROIEBL R LY MA

HRNMEMERANAOESRERMOIEFREREE (F=3.46,p
<OS) #HBE—F oW EEsbEE MR » F4 Scheffe’ sk BT FH L o
ok 428 A1 REFREBELT -

OXRRELANAAREMEREMABRELR -

(DHELRIEM T LG FHEN T FHNHE -

()RR X P RAERREEBBAELE A\ ¥ 3fodhIf
FIRAPLPHIHHABEINELREL -

% 4.2.8
AEEHMERANZEAL "B S RER ZEAIERETRE
&

Source SS df MS F Post Hoc

WEME

X% 134.04 2 67.02 0.87

AR 1624.92 2 812.46 7.98***  al >a2, a3
%%

Fe3b ¥R 41.80 1 41.80 0.50

7E 9 3R 813.35 1 813.35 8.46%* bl >b2

7y 3p 623.02 1 623.02 7.02%* bl >b2

E 1% p 01 *** p<001
2 Bk tal f JEdP a2 TR al: AR
bl | X Bt b2 EERKE

56 = 50



BXH: RETH

BB db F - B X SR PE A BB RERBETHGHERYE - F
U RRREUELAEMERALE ELRGFANFRAK  A=EHE L~
BERLFENTH PGB - b BLRE AT GERHT RA
BAXEHULBAS A MLLLLBREARSGAREL0ELRLTEM -
MAHERTAEXLRSAFRACEREYERNAMER - EERMS A
THROBHAILHRGLELES A RFORBRET  BERTORERS 2
ARALGELEIRASHIL LA THE, 2MBT HMOLR T &
HLRBAEDF - AOERMBB TLI LGRS AR THRETHRBELRR
TERBAERSIREMIORTR)  UBRHAEHEFAKFTH O
DEESRORAALNALAENLER KM LR A AT EAHRR X B A
GAXBSKREGENGN  RMAK/RE—FTERAER -

X EEREESHNAEZMAERG LA FNRUATEE LFFLERTR
BEG A EAOEMBEELE  FPHXSRSLNAELEHRARGOE
AEBER S GEEENELRE AT XLRSLNARATHG SRRSO
ELAREEEEENELES AU TARELFX FLLERER 2T -
HEBRG X LRE L RTLR L4 MARLBEXMEETHEARHRA
BAARLENER -

L. AAMSRHBIANEATEZBRBA/RILHER

LR AR SRR B2 84 Ak SERRAOBLRERT
FZ TN BRBAEHBOABTINE 429 F -
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%429 .
AE KB REBHMETLL Bk FERR -UELAERZFHEAR
RE
%R PR R 8o

o) 2 E M E 181 ¥ 4R & 4R >
A#N) 61 68 154 283

— X2  |EuaM 103.49 100.47 98.96]  100.30

4% £ (SD) 9.22 12.00] 10.50} 10.73

A AEN) 48 64 46 158
ok FRE%E | THERM) 10090  101.05{ 101.15]  101.03
M % £(SD) 7.43 10.78 8.53 9.17
AHEMN) 109 132 200] 441

28 34 #(M) 102.35 100.75 99.46]  100.56
123 £ (SD) 8.54 11.38 10.10}f 10.20{

A$(N) 61 68 154 283

BB |PHEM) 96.93 95.18 93.49 94.64

1% £ (SD) 7.63 9.97 8.86 8.97

§ A¥N) 48 64] 46 158
C X3 A EXTE ) 94.81 93.39 94.87 94.25

;i‘ 421 £(SD) 6.94 8.86 6.92 7.57
AHN) 109 132 200§ 441
288 T34 %(M) 96.00] 94.31 93.81 94.50}

1% % (SD) 7.38 9.28) 8.46 8.49

A¥N) 61 68 154 283

o — A% |EmM 103.36 100.56 98.30j 99.93
il 1% % £ (SD) 9.06 11.18 10.13 10.34
Py AHN) 48 64 46 158
GREm | RHEM) 101.06 99.62 99.41 100.00}

§ 185 £(SD) 9.06 8.82 7.36 8.47
e AH(N) 109 132 200] 441
28 34 $(M) 102.35 100.11 98.55 99.96
1% £(SD) 9.09 10.08 9.56 9.70|

WiEk 421 Tho ERBHANENERSRI I IERLTHHE%
M-S ERREURDESREREAGBEAE ToRFERXTRLHELL
HNBEX R EHEEONE L G LATRRABEEA=MAOE LT3
BaRAEECALE>FH> G AARERELEFIRLEHRA  RFEFE
o MBATHTHZEHHREAHNEEAMLEHYE%M - FHHRRD
BEARERMOEL TARE T TR FERELF MAAAE -

2
= S C %)
— N 4E2E

£G so

RAE LRI ER > KA EBRAT R
HE AR A LSRN  SEHR UEAREMELNERE - AT
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SR REFH

REHGEHEDRERREZR  RAAREMGPILHEKER  HOPLRER
DAHBAAREHEEHE S A BREHRACELALEER -

ARMAF AR BM AR X LG HHEXREH PTG SRN  FEK
RARBUELAENELGBELR - AARARIGEAAZMEEZARNE
LA R - AP R AN PR SHBEEINTEL -

Sa K TRRBEE R TARN HAESH Ta%kK T OBESREM,
BEAREBRELE (F=8.07, p<.01: F=8.37, p<.0l) £ ¥ —MAEX
S EH RO S RABENGRX LR OELAEFAANE LS - ERK
FE—BABAEBRBROELATHRLEYENGFRER - H—BRREMT ' X
BHREENELE GREMGX C ERRAAH L5  SRUNPAMNE TS
R GHREMRAREE TAAFLARNGHELLHBAABRTHZ
ZEHRGF® -

Fapsgm B AT A% ATk 2 XA AE8F (F=3.52, p<.05)"
Rles T 29 T oBELREH HREAAFERF (F=6.56 p<.01:
F=3.46, p<.05)c £ » xBx L4 FEAREQERRAMHZBOENELR
FRER  BL2KAALPLLABRSB TN AN - HLENEMRT > ZREMR
LB AT RN BAEFRXFRENELR AL 2R
BHEER R PREHAKEMEHRIFRALZBEIEARGQELHE
EEERE AELARHVELL LSRR EHETHRLGREA -

=~ HRRH :

AR REARGE TGP ERREYRE R KTRAH RFRRMGR
B A ATREOERATEAN SRBIMGEGLER MR EAMBIAR
&&$m%*kmﬂ°ﬁ%$iﬁ$&%%’%%ﬁ**m%qﬁk$ﬁ$ﬁ%
BE AR EARAMHER -

ZAEHEFTLOBA
AAEESHANENTREGHEEHNREFTHGE L WG AL &
HABRAMLEGH2BkMN - PEHUR UREHEARSELALARE LR O
SRS PN EFEEEAEIEARAEZRRG LAORR REARGERE
B FEL HOFRLLORBAERFLAAGLER - ROBR HFRAS
BEEG AR RS AG LB HAERATURELAMORABHTH AL
REFRFHER REENA SANEEEEROHMGRIATHABREY
WY o AFARAVBNELET 2EREAN "LEKR, THREXELRMN
BRE - it AT TRASAE OELRAFTH oA M LBRHNE =
BT ERTORLEHHE HEHGREHBAZLARSE FERNYTES
R ER R e REGAMYRRALY PAASTORRETEA M-
BRTHHG S RALENRNEZI ARARAHURLENT ZRARST
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TR M BB A5 WECEAERALET  FRSLERHENE
BXEHORLETEREEALNEZRRBEHTURH - B ORARAR  AERHKR
PTG TASLE  EBHEERAN LR B BHEH - BHibs
AR ARFHEBBAAAEHENAT RELDARKAREREY
AL REREERBARASHTINGTAIGREEF 4 LHHFELEL
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X REETH

it &k —

65/ BG4 ¢

AMEAGUTEZHATHRAAIREEFL) Y BLGREEGH /M
AMBAEESAKE LS BRECAZRIW/SEAIHERHR KA TwEA

r&ﬁﬁﬁJr&%&Jr%Eﬁﬁuﬁﬁ$& FHRTREE
ﬁ% L%Uﬁﬁi%&@ﬁﬁy i ;
B 60 S E R/ Y e HRBEBANEYME - i$&%ﬁ
HEZHy LERFIMIGER - CHEAHNAMOARTRRLRSOT
BREBESHHE !

MEZHLE

. £ ERXEIRFTHLFIE EL4EFAI AT FRYE
TR

2. 2HERFIUERE AR RBRLAHHER -

3. EEFRYTF 0 DHE-RYOTHAHRIL -

fldo - WREXBARERTA -

Teacher : Peter runs to school.

Class : Peter is running to school.
Teacher : Mary cooks in the kitchen.
Class : Mary is cooking in the kitchen.

4. EGFRMELE —ERTLGGRE  HAKET ISV T RELES -

5. RS AEFEA  LBEFLRAIRMNE ﬂﬁ%%ﬁﬁfﬂ-ﬁi‘iﬁ
ARFHBHNA > RBSPLETH -

6. 23| B2AARXEIHE - LATATLHMNE  RAGRLATE
B fTRAELEFPHRE - ol RARE TARRHERAM?
2ERHE R SMARHARAGT & ARAW SR EATH
B ARRBETHRNE?

7. AHEMELEARER X TERALGRERRL LR TEEHF
A FEREDHEROBEL -

8. LR ABRRLLRRREFFAG R -

Blho : BHFRGRBHFTRL

Teacher : “Peter drives to school.” Mary.
Mary : Peter doesn’t drive to school.
Teacher : Very good. “ Peter is driving to school.” Jack.
" Jack : Peterisn’t driving to school.
9. B BXRBATHIE — L) FRPERGULHE » FAERRER
hatm o EFBEAGE -

-
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.
21.

22.

64

ZHFBEE-RET BLAAAMRGFAANARGRILREHR
ARTIER  RIIBEREALEHMA -

likes stinky tofu.

has visited Tainan.

goes to school by motorcycle.
BARESEEMTOHE FHIEA -FHRL G SHHAHETY
Ae RYeEAMA e RE LG 2R BBeK -
EGHABABHEMN  RELUALHF RO ARANALRARAANE
R
6 T XGRS A RN B 3 Ao AR -
5] %o : Student : What is “whale”?

Teacher : “Whale”#t. & "#2.& - 4R -HILH -
BAEEGHCEGHERER  BHRAAPFRG T ARLLEBRLGH -
f5]%e : S +will + RV. =S + be going to +RV.

He will cleantheroom.=He ___ clean the room.

I will take a shower. =1 ___ going ___take a shower.
ZHRELAERTMALE SAUREHHTEZEUARRGPAR LR Z -
{5]4o : Teacher: What do you like to eat? Mary: like to eat orange.

Mary : What do you like to eat? John : I like to eat orange.
HEHE ARARETHRIAU THERANGHRESH - Hlio HATH
B, A TR BT RABGHEES -
BHRA AR EGHN—EEY EGEGRELGRE - FIH  AHA
AHMOBR BR XEFRLERULBTHAN HHAREFOH B RE
EHEMEFHHBRREAE -
25 E 0 EGFLE—a—BRARKTFHRL 0 ELLRAAAIRA
BETHROER -
2RERLERERBAOXNHBARS —HERARAKEE - 2FRAHK
#e)FRAE
{5]4w : Malaysia is very likely to win the World Cup this year.

—»Malaysia is almost certain to win the World Cup this year.
ZE G L MAXHBERE -
fBldo * ZEFRZR F—RUEFHRER 4T -

BoR—— 1% FLEF -
BZRBANEF AR BLLHARACHER -

EEAEECERBE T LIS EGFLTIFMNIEE -
647 HE T AN ER TEEAMSWILBREF AL LR

)40 : ship/sheep; seat/sit; cup/cop.
ZEGHARRG ERAREE flio ' RY - REFE -
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Bl 2GR T RN B RMAME? | LEREERERAORY
ABEAERE ERELBMREGRHUIB - PWR LK £6FE
ARXNBERBRYBE LW -

23. AP EHBOF XBTERHLE - floo RH—LFHMAA Eig Xy
EEBABWE  ABEERE  ATBRFEAABHBRET A
SHYMBEALTELRTRBHNE -

24 i Ty BEMEAHS AGHESRAN TR, ARE FRE
ARGHE  FRTHREARE THRNEPAEeRARFE  REAEENER
TRRIXERET - R dHE—RFFRR

25. EEFRHBR AF VM RMESLNHEE  RHARNSHRTIET -

26. ZER# LB A — b RE BT - BE > EHL TG4 24
BHEMER - £ 24 RUAR TR N woF > Wb THFEF-LE0H)
o BRELATAERIAEZFRMALRRL -

{54 : Take out a pen. Take out a piece of paper. Write a letter (imaginary).
Fold the letter. Put it in an envelope. Put a stamp on the envelope.
Mail the letter.

27 2GHEH A BRELRY  BAT-ARBBRRELETERE > LRFE
B THEAREAKRTRER -

28. 8% HEUAXHEFALE ERNIRAZAHTERIF ) BE
SHHEAERECHETERROEHER  REHG  REFTFE -

20, M4 FiBHG #8475 KA WE.... FF KX AR LRFAXLH
THRATH A X Tth 378 > 4T @BF -

30 LB BER RS ARE 0 TEBUEME 0 SRRREBE  FEK
PP ey B A A AT R X FRAE -

EhTFTRATF
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BRXH: REFEY

M4k —
BRAAMNBEGRY
BiHmH—a ARAEMYFHE AAREREYFRAE -
JEHBAMBEGRY

2HKBAGHR M FRETAEHY > FORARE -
o : HARF LS -

TEACHER: Mary walks to school.

CLASS: Mary doesn’t walk to school.

TEACHER: Mary is walking to school.

CLASS: Mary isn’t walking to school.
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Interactions Between Classroom Activity, Enjoyment,

Effectiveness, and Oral Participation

Abstract
The study discusses the positive relation between oral classroom
participation and language proficiency; then explores the important
factors that might affect students’ oral classroom participation,
especially factors related to classroom activities. The views that
teachers and students have toward communicative activities were also
analyzed. This analysis considered gender, type of school, department
and geographic location of the teachers and students. Since
differences do exist between teachers and students, it is suggested that
teachers take students’ views into serious consideration to avoid a
mismatch between teaching and learning. Interesting and effective
activities for improving students’ oral classroom participation are
provided. Suggestions on classroom activities for foreign language
teachers of leamers from different types of schools, departments,

geographic locations and genders are also included.
Key Words: classroom activity, oral classroom participation,

effectiveness, communicative activity, mismatch between
teachers and students
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HEBEEREH TAAHRERR

B R

FHZEERE

He

FEREMUFEHE  AXAK - AXU—AAMEAAH HETREFY—2
FROEM AEABERERROSRET  AREBEHRFBHFENEGE
ERERAEANONDRABEMCEMRFLABERLMNRL - XFTRHE
P EREHIR FRARREEEPREGE RS HELERET
REBOESTHRARER AR FREFTLHEABANGHE  RRPHX
PRl foia Bl o XEWMERA HURBAR BT TESEL Xl
KEFEOTHRMAL TS LGB - 2@ MEMRIF 02 A2 K SRMII
¥epo

Meksl: $htad FREM BT HPEAGE 4F

Il

]

- anp

FRABTARYHFBIAL BAAMNAEEARATR-EFATE
B EERREBATREBO T AABRAZR AL LRARTELEAY
BTEMRABEATRGER KM REFPHLTREMARUNEZATENS
PSR 5 IEAE o 44 > Heis not always late for class. (3% : o LR R
FiEPH o E I LEERERLEH G - ) We did not complete homework until 5
in the afternoon. (3% : KM A FTFAGHBRAARASHR - L AMEETF
ESRSAMENE TR ALABEHYE MR RERGTELEH T
BETREG AR -

EREHLHRE KT S H AR ELAFENLENBARZET L
MHEARS R - BAiE%E 85Tt E (Contrastive Linguistics) r?fJ:‘!f} b 3E
TLEERB B 201260 FARR  BETHERMANHRBERERRE
X353 # % (Communicative Language Teaching) " X % $JE 4t 49 EFL ##7&
FEBILE —E TR, (Howatt, 1984, § 212) -

EEEARZT » &F — 5 RE &2 E o 440 » Rosenbluth (1976)42 & » " &4
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BETVPHAGOLERARRA EARNEAREAREBTZMN A8 TiaY
R (R 4]) - h:BREA > BB FEZMOEFEHBRETLEL
xﬁﬁ’f%"-u THLR - EMAR BNEREEIMATREARRIEZLAY - B Y
BRLEEEAAEAE RO RGERZ Y HATE THEA M LR RS
ToRmmREMREGE éﬁﬁ!@fi\
Atkinson (1987) % #7 B & EH BT ¥ R E ey shiE "‘?g%‘éﬁﬁﬁ%‘f’lﬁlf
iU R *xﬁﬁ"#ﬁﬁkﬁ ﬁf&méﬁiﬂﬁ BRECALE—RETHET
%I‘Tuﬂi'lé-ﬁﬂ?ﬁi BEERBAT—ABBAE R RE2>BBEAMFIEE
BE - -REAE AR BT ROREE wRASTHE BEFFELRER
BIRMEBRG . J(R247) A RBATANEREY  HHRELAHE
AMEGERT ERAFETRRBFEANEAHERER -

David Lott (1983)8 A T —# 5% > BB AEIMALEARBHMES
ZAEEMN BB FENESEINSHER KN TEANENEE -
Bh "TEEAHNERABEABLRAABRA LS, (R 260) - &3 Lott ¢
NE AEMEFTE " ELAARNCEIRREBEPEAMNEZMYER » £ 2 A
HREBMAONEHZR (R 261) -

Tudor (1987) 48 B A& M ibie s 5 G AN T 45% 8 #3435, (English for
Specific Purposes) #9322 ¥ - A RK R FHEFEGHM T SRS :@fﬂ
HEREEFEHFTURSGELEEABNEREZaTHHR %‘ﬁp‘ﬂi&ﬁ)ﬂﬁ'
R LRBIGEE R BT HRS - REER TEREABHET
IbREg MR LB R—EHNARNHEEEY - Ttxﬁﬁit’?‘ﬁ&tba
MESHHEE R PREAEMRBEEES - ,(R273)-

Christopher Titford (1983)& # B X BT HE LB T2 RERGFLH SR
BHR_ETREENABIR - RA HNBABRSHZEERN AX R
REETUHAM BEAXETHES AL S REMMGANHELXE -7 "8
BRA-HRALENORE > CHANBANRLEERERLE T2, THHlod
BEF)OARNREESEHR Ef#25% =35 2 (reflect and talk about their
L2) - MARAEFRE =T REB KKK 4 A (communicate or talk in this L2)
(R52 ERMHBAXAA) BSAGN " FRE St hE_ETH%eRr -
CRILEZEEHE B THCARBI L BN RN YT E_ET
WA ARE, (R57) -

%t > Harbord (1992) &A% F - 2B > A EREREAL LTS
FoEE  ERARBTHEASHPMRMUPEARNNES  CARBTRALREIHE
MAEBTIHEHANEL  RAATRERLEFor - EARN LRATHOHG
AEPELR-—FTREFEMAHEINGRIPE EHEYELET—ARY
HETERBRIERA TR LT ER (R3S55)-

HRemET BELFRTUAHMA LB EEAE BT 2EAERAREY
FhAG HABHBEERARBALS XL BAHEN)TEEAR RBEAHFE
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K ABTEER

HOEHBT AR A RAFEREGEGH LT TREEAEZIH - R4S
EMFEARE LGN AN RPLABTRAGERE  EREET
m%%%@?i%%ﬁ%ﬁ&%? W RERARE O HAFERENREATE

BHMFER -

#i&ﬁﬁ —AAERMNAET L OSBYRBAT TN MR NE
MEE - XEFAASFTLOOFLEBRYFEMROBTL RHABF-LEFR
SANE oA PP RERBOETEMRYARER L
BHABH OB ERARMETARELORRAR - BBHIL XFHTH
HETATRBAPHALGHAFBRZIR BB H  #S ﬁﬁﬁékﬁﬁ
AENER O THBEFRELMAR BEFARTRGHURZLHTE
A R TR AR B R I SR IE AR ﬁﬁ%*ﬁ%kﬁ&&’&*%ﬁ%%ﬁ%%
RHER - ARAEEAARFRERPOARKRES  LHWATHEREBETRLY
HIETERB - R -

>~ B

—HRAHEK

RERARLEEBEIT ARERBEHURERE—FREL-BRF 6
o BEISEI6A BE N2 A MY FEREEO0 AN)REEEQCA) - A
ZyemA2iB T &% &S 82 E 4 (Hong Kong Advanced Level Examination) ’
LRI PERTHEORBAT BRESLBLRAGRERAR RIABEE
# TOEFL # ke T34 s 543 S 2 613 o -

AT THRERHELHE EX2UMI ol e mneiTss #+4
ko B RARTRABFTEHY RALEBETIYFROPTLGHES
LR ENEANAEEAKRAET LA ot XFEMEFE no RAER - £ F
SRS AMPRRENTRANA HBF AT LI ABLARE B4
HFRBUABHLRAERFANX FANAEIEAEHRAEHENERTR
R

“HRFR

MEHREEREAHR » RGN 40 MR EF L4 #TRBPEE -
RDBARE GERALE - EUAEIAERHTFHED - FXNHEBER R+
B AR ER AR HFRFT-

R LERBMAEGRE -2 e A EAEMRRXGEHE T L
R jest BAo e R RPN  HAREREAMT & AREFBHER
KEEXMEN - AALERMRY EEXFRARA - BAFMEGFET X
LEBHBRETEME XN EHL ARAEMBRHAX2HE UALEZRFTAAT
HERBOHESR - wREFFREHE Fﬁ‘ﬁ?ﬁiﬂﬁW$ﬁ£ﬁ%ﬁi Bp
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KREAEBRZG)TFHTELEBAR - LBHLEMER SRR TRXEHE
ARHBRE > REBARNTUAEN EARH T LM E B Pkt
AR BLEEXEREAERBERGEREL - RZIFR -

SRR REMR R BEE RV EENREBE BRie g ook
¥PAFEEANEXRYR  EMIAMAXRIHEH  FRFEELHE
B FHAEATRARITRERBRRINHEE - BRMEAFT » EXfo&EY
BRI REBE TRTAXTEHEBGER  Ha g T ERF/
RREFREMAMR  ANNMEIEREETSRAR BT RLH -

5~ MAERFTH

AT— BB AXRARRREKEHNGEM - L4 FHEALEH
B AERBTHBZNER  ALRFESHRLREMMNE AR EH 3
HERARFT T AEFXENE B LPMBRRLAARHEL  FEANATR
Be-AENL EAXARABERARTRE——FIHSARINAERBHEARX
PRI EHAEFE LA BEANALEERNH T bt RFBHAG
AR THAHBFARBASVEAFRREALREHSHFE KBl E
X MARRAF S VERAHRFEHERELT RS -
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KRBT EER

& —
FEANAEFERIGT LM (BAK:92)

HEBEBRXELFX EREEAYR ERESAR
(1) No mirror gives light of its own. 90 2
SFAGRFERY

(2) Needless to say, he will come on time. 92 0
BHEER  aEERY -

(3) I enjoy non-alcohol drinks. 91 1
£ E BB RS EH RN -

(4) He showed a strong dissatisfaction with your 92 0
decision.

R R ERTHRIES -

|(5) Time and tide wait for no man. 91 1
BRfHRREA -

{(6) Not many friends came to the wedding. 92 0
REMEFHAGAERS

E—Rud  wRHFEEEF RS Bl » -less, non-, dis- )& FE(H
4o rno,not) » i H MM EFRRAEENRY BASHUBABREA L LFTUER
BOMEREL - MABRSER R AFRERXT AR ERAF SRS
HEEFERBIEXGFENY SRR LGB THARBM WA FL£ESB
MB A AFR a1 8 PR ARAEEABYTEIHK

&=
no+HEF+AFENT ELEH (BAR92)

LEER XA A FX WARESAY |BRSLEAR
(7) He has no ordinary influence over his team. 70 22
RESHRARHNOBE
(8) There is no better way than a little flattery for 83 9
breaking the ice.

BHABRAK  ABAR-TRRFOHMWE -

(9) It was an evening of no common delight. 76 16

A ARR - ER—MIEFRBHER -

RE-TUAES BRELOHTFHFLACKRAFEEY 2R EHLEH
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BROARZANRS T B2 FAMKX LR35 &, (special negation) *
BPo) THRBE RN ARRFEHNF AXHFPHXARLHRS - FLEHHHL
HEUno ARJOEMBARAAVALORT LY BERAERALHAF Y -
AR P XRER LRARGUMERBLER T LRAE WA FAT - T4
FAFRR-—GERAR - R—GFEOAETBLEAENARTRA  #leg(DF
) 2R RO TFRENRFTREL EALL S R no AR BIMNH
RERAEHFHN T - ARER TLEBHFEAATRANRBAAGTEESR-

&)=
FE&EH "no + 531, (BAA92)
RERIAPEAEX HRERAYR ERNSEAHR
(10) He is no poet. / He is not a poet. 8 84
R EF - MR RFA -
[(11) They are no writers at all. / They are not writers at 8 84

all.
WFRAREEE - MPBREARREAE -

1(12) She is no lawyer. / She is not a lawyer. 8 84
YiTF B RAFT o MR R — 1A -

REZBETHHERRE KR no wBHABNFTEHMARBEARS - g h#
HRRHBEETHE_OPRRE - ENE— ¢ ANBALESLERANES
6 RARMA LSS M no #v not REFTE - A F &3 > SEthaPAT
— BB ARSYEIENRE - FH4ETE MRHUEIEHAY - Kkt
FE-Hls (10) EBRE TRAFFABRE O FT (ko EHBRH)
KFEARAEHRAERAFEII(bdoil ) RENEZAN > FHEBIGERE
Brom) $% 482 FHEATEEBRL AR —EHA BARAKFH
ABZEBHEERARAR - A WwRETXAHE RE2TUAES "R E
#3% o F)3E > She is not a lawyer R iFEHEAMMHT L LEAR AR
— B | $5 e RSB - Sheisno lawyer BRI RN F X A HE AL &b
MR ERTRAEG  PRMHEEKRTERENRE - BNERFTEERRRTF
BLETUAE RS RRAFABEXARXHH R RBERELFTEIHNANA
ERE - ER WwRAABEAR PALLARAARGHFHERSY RS
AEZHRAGBAEMES - RLZT BEXBRTENTURE L LBF R
EHEHRMEOVNAERZIR BERAHLEHETEEBORR FEHR RS
ARELBRLAEY - wRAFXET SATUHATH R —BTHA -8B
BRABBHKFHRENH LR TELFE -
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R EEBETEWER

% m
Tnot+ L& B39 ) #v "no+ Lb MR A5 | +than (SBAR 1 92)

LER XS4 EX ERESAS |EREEAR
[(13) I am not more capable than you are./ I am no 6 86

more capable than you are.

B EAEH  /BFo R —RAPFAEH -

(14) He is not less popular than you./ He is no less 5 87

popular than you.
Pty B R LLARAR o /4 6 B Fo R — R ARA -

[(15) This room is not larger than that one./ This room 3 89
is no larger than that one.

ARMEFRK EMALAMA (R ERMEFR
AR R R YARMAFARK  EREFK (K
EREFRAMAMRLETR—&) )

Amwy=msFd o 4 (13)(14) F0 (15) 4 — 4B not + L&k
+ than WA S @B #F B no+ itk + than i K- T RMAHB X
FMER FRLFRAEHERMAE - RRE (13) AF - EFHE-—KAFX
44 & 3§ & are more capable’ i & 7 & #3 more capable 4R E b FEAT R
= ATERE LR T ES R PRABRFESRHZERTARE MK
$EWAAL than w5 d) - AEREBPTALEMFEATHE -8 £RAE
EARENLE R EMA RS o 44 > He is not more competent than you are i& 4]
3% L& ey EXR AR youare competent » I ESEYIEAR Ty AR
REAM ) B TR ERBERLTEHBRAEGORE - KPP TRE
BT RER RN ELREL - $ KT L&A F4$) more capadble * & Bfv
not...any more than — #% % % 4£ # no more than % A 7 & & #% M not...any more
than QI ¥ A O F HR - =35 £ T LMW 5 capable & T HRERMK
RERRTE - — IR p F O F ERALLN than Z AT AE S 4]
REEREFRSEEE R OFEERBTEHR - #ldo REZQYHL
Qb B4R ERRMAFRAEUERGREE i 4 (13) B EER T4
BES BRALBREES 6 BATERATHROBRIRG O RFWRES !
(5 WEEBE THHMAFHRRA E—MALM—MERE - | R=Fl6h49
ANBAOPHENGTERBEG T Sliw 0 4 (13) #Heh Rk THREH
4 (14) wERRE TRERBAM 4 (15) HEER THRK - K #n
EHRELEBOTLED B RAIREL AEBaOREAHLHLER
PAEEH MGHRERANFEEEERERUTRAG T CHEBARES
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£  AHTEALTZEEBHGATHRERABRREL L EAT

£ ¥
not+ & - fo F 683 (MBAH 1 92)
ABRXFEHEX BREEAR |EREEAR
(16) This wall is not three meters high. 18 74
EHBAA(R/ENZKEG -
(17) The soup is not lukewarm. 21 71
EHAE-BRAEA -

HAE—HO)F RRERTERERER OGFRT X2 BE R
ERABRBHRALETREEANEZR - ROFAHFGHRTH R LR LR
A4 (Bl "TEMBRRZKRG - AFARBHRG/MBG - ) ERAER
BaBRALRREEEIR TR T AIERTSHAERES - RF FHES
FARAMA RHEREXRGEARREFBE R S S RIMRR

B B4 THREN AT ARGHSHHEE  BRAARARKAEHEH
TR — AR -

BHFELEBEZEEAR > € not £— AT X 452 ¥ be 37 (am, are, is)
R FxeE MiEEY "TARE | TUREFLEE 44 Heis not a teacher (1 £ £
EF) - 128 % not ZEMFNHE > A TAR | AT RAHMALRERAET
REHED - flio fEMEEs (16) REA TEHBRAR=ZKG, WAA RS
ﬁ%@ﬁ Aa#Ee "TRAR= kG, TRERS "TREZKG o THXER

ENZR o hlomE Bk e MARBE ot FEAKFGELARETRH
K TOw, FMEMETHE - Blio 0 4 (16) ¥ not three meters high &5 & B 3%
ATOR=ZREBMEHE -

FI3 » % not ok FREMFEAR > EeERER THEN -4 (17) F
4 not FlA~HERLEHNEHE lukewarm #£ A » EHHERMEA less than
lukewarm - Bt @ £3EAEH TEH AR B ERHEY > BAETRMEEIMS
Tgase X" HREN -  BEORERAFHSEALE B TEFER
BH-AET -

HE not ok B FHFBELARAHRELT AT "85, 93B3 4K EFp more
than - 852 > RAEA ENO ML AR RS LR RAREAEEIRME
RS AAETESERRE ER - 44 He is not five feet tall ko R & T84
AR TERNRER  RBHELBYMAL five feet L MBS BBREAMAT S
#F » 440 » He is not 'five feet tall, but 'six feet - iZ B54% » ;£ 3EehiB B RE X HIL
KGFAWK THHEERRLER MAANR ;- BE » k& (17) Thesoup
is not lukewarm R&g % T HFE ey - ﬁﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁi%%—i‘é{i lukewarm Z k. * @

76 50




K HEBETEER

BA% &AL LA RAEE > Hl4o but very hotindeed » R ifh > KFFRAE TR
AETRAGMNE . §FRAREBUARBLHRY  FEHKA LAFEER
o MRATERLETSAHFOHTEE Y AAMKRETREE T ML L%
IR B ks BT UGS BRME—FFH -

E 3

FE/FABACBUEFZ/FEERGHES (BAR: 92)
RERXMEHEX EMREREAS |EREEAR
(18) She is the last person I want to see. 9 83
WAERFBRAAA -
(19) You can never come too soon. 6 86
AR R AT R ARSF o
[(20) This problem cannot be emphasized enough. 10 82
E-HHERBALFGEBNE -
I(21) He could not have been more understanding. 11 81
e BEHEERET -

HABERAEATHEE R RBEILRER - FLRBERG T HFRY
A AR AENESARETRAEN ARSI HRBRFHERLFE  fl
G (18) ER TWARFLERAZR—BA > 4 (19) #FR THRAFE
RERE > HQOKEAFER TEEMERG/AEBAFREY L 0 (21) &
HAEXRA TRCEREBEERT -  AE2RLEAOYRSE XX - B
MERNER ELXRAREES  BRMARE BRI EE A IESH
RGAMREMR2Y - RAEEEAEY - FEERTALREREMRYRELE
X AKBAHREFEGER -

ARBFREBE RO TETAEHRAB AT EED - ERiELY
FoELEERILHARLE Sl HJU)MAKRSEHARMEHATE -
BHABEFAEARBETAERLG -4 (19) 84 (20) TUAELHH can
never/not...too/enough... » & T B LM ERE JcHATREMATIREH
AEAWMES REKBIATHBEN  ERLHABRERPEGFER)TT ©
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B3

BN EARROBRA T A LAGFERLLE ) FRAHFEBALLEE
oA — AR RBaREIARHOME FRA HRAHBELEARATHOME
RAZEREBAVE I RT AR RHEARNBRERMTEIMNNEE AR
Ao RAPULEZAREGOREARA AUREEAFEHHNEFIOA -
BERANILFELLBRARBHAZITEE - LR ARETRAHRERE - L4
5 REBHRLAERGLEEHREANRTIXMNEEERE -HARER
b RAEAGREEDREREER RS BR BEFRLR —F
HENFENARB B EFERPAENRBE - E—BRFBHRDAXFFTUHE
BEPER o

KA EZERAGRTEIET A RO FTLLEBARETHEHETE =
BTREANNREHER -ERNERAY - R—FAREE FRAEBLHYHTF
AR TRILBRFHRAOE N FREERME T BT R ILA (4] 4o Needless to
doubt) - # I L3R » B TF R "8, (scope)foig Ry BFEEHR - 5=
o Frhik—oi AL ARARANRRREERT THES HAR AL
EREAEBEAFIHARTHBEAR L - BoREAERoRBRAE—RE
A% & thdoif » 384 (7) He has no ordinary influence over his team 3% g,

TRADHRAA —ROVE 0 SREBERGBER Z2RSAREEXRA
Bl fomo - FR TREDHRARIOVE, X "RESHGVEER &/
FI&% o EHRRTUERLEHERAN BTN ERoTARER -

Aoun fo Li (1993) 22 3% 3% 4 F He did not go because he was sick &4 » 4%
% R #) not F R Y EE T AT ALK, L IR because # 41 (R 79) - TR, T3k &
BMAEGRFNEHGFPEME T EMAOSRED - AT LEMHE EHRRAT
RASRGEE - RHE Quirk, Greenbaum, Leech $u Svartvik (1972)84345 7 —18
FFRMARABAETHNEAESRE  THRBERALIRATEHK -BFHR
T EREENEBRAKTAPNERAGHE RPN QR K E B FHhkE
—@sahE L (R 381 st—REAmT » BRNERNELERY - Ko
HREZTERAERERENEPEEER)FHETRRR BRI ERRTOE
RER dNBFBLLHFEREE o RAGFRARRERY TR Heh
BERTOFANF SRR - AERBARBRERTHERA S ARGERES
BARE - AHEERBM TS ERFTAERMM - pl4o 0 £3284 (13) Tam

not more capable than you are./I am no more capable than you are ~ ) (14) He is not

less popular than you./He is no less popular than you #o 4 (15) This room is not
larger than that one./This room is no larger than that one & » 4 sb4% X A as...as... 89
RE FRBRLEBRTRAEY - X4 4 (16) This wall is not three meters high
# 32 % & Three meters is not the exact height of the wall - 4o gt — R » KB R2FEXF
HWERRTHRARTELETRAX FEMYALRR - NHEZ T LAEFHY

82

78



K REBTEER

AR SR EPHIREBAEETEEBBFENBI Ao EBsMbk
d R o184k =& 6 F( 4 (7): He has no ordinary influence over his team; 51(8):
There is no better way like a little flattery for breaking the ice; 4] (9): It was an
evening of no common delight to them all. %o RIEA A €8y ERANETETE
BB TARERERHTFHALRR BARBTHILFRAERNBNTA
NER MGBREATHATTFENE% -

Wi AR RETEHEB KB ET I EF  RUEEYTFHER
R GE— B 3] Quirk EAMMN T FEFEMNERRMT EHELSH
o B OR REBAHTFHRE—EEHEL, 5k A ERE HF
RERGEHBERARAN —BER - TEEAEEREMERE o LR TR
B F— R ES R

— R ESHRIENOR > RRAET AL A TRRAT LES
Nt ATHBTRGRERY -

(22) 1 wasn't listening all the time.
(25 ARHE » E—EBEHERNGALH  CTHRBLERZN  LTHS
RiEHE o ko R A54535 all the time R A AT R eHERE( THE ) B F6
\lg‘;%

I wasn't listening all the time.

I

M4 F &%k — 2 24024 8, (1did not listen to any of the speakers) ° BAE
% ¥R F T

I wasn’t listening all the time.

2HMERERE BATRILIEE ¥ ELL LT (I did not listen to some of
the speakers) °

BEAUTHOTF > wiEfo L @eyAgiEthe -
(23) I definitely didn’t speak to him.
(24) 1 didn’t definitely speak to him.

4 (23) 0 (24) RIBT BHELRAFTEFAZAN —BRAEEALTEE
WA wBABERZE R THEAERZAMIET LREE - WL RTRAER
R EAE Y (23)T RFEAH Be8sE ) (Itis definite that I did not do it) »

\J
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4 (24) " AR — R FE 43483  (Itis not definite that I did it) ° '

suih BREBOFEHTRABEHRET - ¥ A ERFIFWA LT X HET
QFERAER REBAR M ERER FARRBUHTEMEL - FEHH
RER EAARTRAQOBRBRBEALLTXAME L ARBRMAHERRER
EE R AL BB RARBHILTXHEATHRE R B ATR KRG Mieo

ROk BHHERARA > BXTREBRHERTELHEERRTRER
B FRAZAEAEDUMAFTEL - HRA T EHAEMRALEZHUR
BRERZRBHERGMR > MRABRARTHRELH "H£8, (focus) (Richards,
Platt & Platt, 1998, 8 179) - &84 F4 A —BE LH AN - GBERR 2T
S HNEREREBAN EEOFEAERTROBE HLRLEEFTR
HES BRAATAEBRBAEANTIER LA —BAF LN LES
Fide - Akmey ® — Bk A4 - 4 (13) Iam not more capable than you are
6% X £ 55 4& are capable i& % 3t capable &942 E 4F tb i > A A B & % & capable
HoBZAE N RARE -t HK > ALUEEREE KB —# 48 capable i& — %5 -
# =4 I am no more capable than you are * & £33 no # &y £ 2 A2 more
capable * § A F X FHEAMATHRE » RAR —H 4K capable - ;EEREHE
EXiEck: A -SRI JHERBTHER B HRNERE P4 F(4(16): This
wall is not three meters high ; 8 (17): The soup is not lukewarm) » — &M A F °
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English Negative Structures:
A Barrier to Chinese ESL Learners

Abstract

Negative sentence structures seem simple and straightforward, but are
actually not. Based on classroom data, this paper offers a descriptive
picture of some negative structures in English. It reveals through the
classroom experiments that Chinese leamers of English have difficulty
in understanding some English negative structures without resort to
extra help. To show the characteristics of some selected English
negative structures, and the differences and similarities between
English and Chinese, this paper discusses the equivalent meanings of
some English negative structures. It then compares and analyzes the
linguistic forms and meanings of the negative structures with reference
to contemporary English grammar and Chinese translations of the
negative sentences. It concludes that some English negative structures
may constitute learning difficulties for Chinese ESL learners and extra
help must be provided to facilitate their accurate comprehension.

Key Words: contrastive analysis, negative structures, negative

structures, L2 teaching/learning, translation, target

language

83



KEBILM English Teaching {Learming
26.4 (April 2002): 85-106
Rational Cloze: Item-Generation Approaches and
Construct Validity

Hsiu-Li1 Wu

National Taipei College of Business

Abstract
The cloze test has been widely used in English tests in Taiwan. However, what the
developed cloze tests assess remains questionable. This article addresses the
following issues. How can one determine what developed cloze items assess? How
can one use the cloze to measure discourse skills? How do item-generation
approaches affect the construct validity? The article presents the results of a
qualitative study. It reports on post-hoc analyses of a cloze test that was included as
part of the standardized test, demonstrating that in order to determine the construct
validity one needs to examine the cognitive demands required to respond to the item.
It also reports on discourse analysis of two text selections, demonstrating that
discourse analysis could help generate discourse-oriented cloze items. In addition,
the article reports on analysis of several items of standardized tests, demonstrating
that the deletion strategy and the alternative design decide the item-generation
approach to the multiple-choice cloze and the approach in turn affects the type of test

construct.

Key Words: cloze, rational cloze, construct validity, discourse analysis

INTRODUCTION

Inspired by the gestalt idea of closure—the psychological impulse to complete a
structural whole by supplying a missing element, the cloze technique was first
developed by Wilson Taylor in 1953 to assess readability of prose (Rankin, 1965).
Since then, the cloze procedure has been extensively employed to assess readability of
a text, to measure reading comprehension, to construct instructional exercises, and to
assess second language proﬁcienc.y.

The cloze procedure, in its original form, involved removing every fixed-ratio
word of a prose passage and requesting a reader to restore the eliminated words
(Taylor, 1953). As it now stands, the cloze procedure shows several variations. The
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deletion frequency can vary from every fifth to every nth word. The forms of the
passage can include stories, poems, letters, and informational and fictional passages.
Scoring of the cloze-completion tests also varies from employing the exact word
scoring—scoring only the deleted word as correct—to using the acceptable word
scoring—accepting any word that fits the context (Hinfotis & Snow, 1978). In
contrast to the cloze-completion tests in which the reader is required to provide his/her
solution to the retrieval of the deleted word, the multiple-choice cloze tests require the
reader to retrieve the deleted words from a set of alternatives (Hinfotis & Snow, 1978).
The principle of randomness—manifested by deleting every nth word—of the
paradigmatic cloze was originally adopted with a view to investigating the
readability/difficulty of text (Alderson, 1979). With modifications of the original
model of cloze test, the principle of random deletions has been abandoned and
replaced by rational deletions, as the focus shifted from the text being processed to the
processor’s reading comprehension and overall language proficiency. The constructor
of a rational cloze test deliberately selects words to delete—words with specific
syntactic, semantic, or discourse-functional features on which the constructor wishes
to focus.

Although the cloze test has been considered an effective measure of second
language proficiency (e.g., Anderson, 1976; Oller, 1979), research into the construct
validity of cloze tests has yielded differing results. Some studies support the view that
cloze is sentence or clause bound and the cloze measures only lower-order
skills—vocabﬁlary and grammar (e.g., Alderson, 1978; Shanahan, Kamil & Tobin,
1982; Porter, 1983). Other studies suggest that cloze items are sensitive to constraints
across sentence and the cloze is capable of measuring high-order skills—cohesion and
coherence (e.g., Chavez-Oller, M. A., Chihara, T., Weaver, K. A. & Oller, J. W., Jr.
1985; Chihara, T., Oller, J. W., Weaver, K.A. &Chavez-Oller, M.A. 1977; Cziko, 1978
& 1983; Jonz, 1987, Oller, 1975; Yu, 1993). Indeed both views are based on different
research designs and different deletion strategies; therefore, each study has its own
justification, limitations, and implications. What is appealing is the remark made by
Bachman (1982) and Brown (1983) that “at least some cloze items” are sensitive to
constraints beyond the sentential level. This leads to a logical question as to how to
identify/what characterizes the items sensitive to discourse level, which in turn leads
to a further question: “How, in practicality, can one use the cloze to measure discourse
skills?” So far as this question is concerned, Alderson (1979) proposed that since the
aim was to construct tests of language proficiency, rational deletions should be
favored. Bachman (1982) also claimed that the cloze test could be used to measure
skills of cohesion and coherence if a rational deletion procedure was employed.

In the local context Huang (1992) found that scores of three types of cloze,
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namely, The C-test, The MC-test, and The Conventional Cloze Test, were all
significantly correlated to scores of the Reading Comprehension Test of the
TOEFL--with concurrent validity coefficients of .49, .43, and .55 respectively. The
study also revealed that those three cloze tests yielded acceptable reliability—with the
split-half reliability of .66, .86, and .72 respectively. Huang concluded that the cloze
test could be a reliable, feasible, and valid tool for predicting the reading ability, but
he warned that although the cloze test could serve as a valid measurement of reading
ability, it would not help students promote reading power. I agree with Huang that the
cloze exercise will not necessarily enhance the student’s reading ability and that the
real reading ability can be promoted only through constant practice of active reading
activities that help develop good reading strategies.

Since discourse knowledge can affect reading comprehension (Carrell, 1984 &
1985; Lezberg & Hilferty, 1978; Meyer & Freedle, 1984), it is of interest to examine
the possibility of generating cloze items that measure discourse knowledge in
particular. A primary concern of this study is to look into how to employ rational
deletions to effectively measure discourse skills. This is not a trivial issue because
Anderson (1980) found that while high level proficiency non-native English speakers
and native English speakers showed no significant difference in the performance on
cohesive cloze items, low level proficiency non-native English speakers performed
significantly poorer on cohesive items. If we accept Anderson’s view, it is fair to
develop cohesive cloze items as a measure (o distinguish high proficiency achievers
from low proficiency achievers among non-native English speakers. Yet according to
Huang (1994), among the 245 multiple-choice cloze items of the JCEE English Tests
constructed from 1982 to 1993, “about two-thirds test vocabulary, one-third test
grammar,” (38) and “about 16.3 % are global items,” (40) while 83.7% are local items.
By global items Huang meant items that “test comprehension in a broader context,
usually beyond a single sentence.” (35) Two possible explanations are proposed here
for the fact that only a low proportion of the items was global items. One is that the
JCEE test writers deliberately constructed the multiple-choice cloze items to test
vocabulary and grammar. Another is that global items are harder to generate than local
items. Thus it is significant to establish a procedure of developing global items and
make explicit the criteria for selecting such rational deletions.

In Taiwan the cloze test has been extensively used in the last two decades. In
schools, the cloze has been used for exercises and tests. In local testing contexts such
as the entrance examinations for various levels, a cloze section has normally been
included.' These facts caused Chang (1994) to work on the principles for

' Though in various entrance examinations the integrative tests in the multiple-choice form are entitled
“comprehensive tests” rather than “cloze tests,” local scholars deemed such tests modified cloze tests
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constructing cloze items. Still, Yang (1996) witnessed a trend of misusing the cloze
and suspected that the popularity of the cloze was partly due to the fact that cloze
items are easy to construct—a passage may allow a wide coverage of items. He urged
that an effective use of the cloze be promoted in local English teaching/testing. I agree
with Yang and hold that three measures are essential for the cloze constructor: to
ascertain the purpose of using the cloze, to construct the cloze items based on the
purpose, and to examine the underlying abilities the developed items demand of the
test taker. How can one determine what developed cloze items assess? How can one
develop cloze items congruent with testing goals? And how do different
item-generation approaches affect the construct validity of cloze items? These are the
main concemns of this study.

WHAT DO CERTAIN CLOZE ITEMS ASSESS?

When we explore the question: “What do the cloze items assess?” we are in fact
concerned with the construct validity of the cloze tests. As is mentioned earlier, the
potential of cloze items for measuring English proficiency is generally affirmed.
However, “there is a general consensus among researchers that not all the deletions in
a given cloze passage measure exactly the same abilities” (Bachman, 1985; p535). An
important task of the test writer is to investigate what the developed items measure.
Putting emphasis on construct validity will force us into a different perspective on
item generation since it is clear that we cannot arbitrarily delete words and construct
distractors--for a multiple-choice cloze--and at the same time hope to insure construct
validity.

In-order to explore what developed cloze items actually assess, or to investigate
construct validity of cloze tests, we need to examine the cognitive demands required
to respond to the cloze items. In this study, I will cite actual instances of cloze items
and conduct post-hoc analyses, examining the items with respect to the underlying
cognitive processes involved. The following cloze test is cited from the English test of
the 1998 Joint Entrance Examination for Senior Business-Vocational Colleges.

(e.g., Chang, 1994; Chou, 1994; Huang, 1994; Lii-Shih, 1994, & Yang, 1996). And the “comprehensive
tests” cited in this study are assigned to “Rational Cloze Tests.”
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Example 1:

People in different countries look at time differently. In some countries
being on time and _ 26  everything by exact time is very _ 27 . In
other countries people are more _ 28  about time. It doesn’t matter if
someone is late. 29  fact, people might _ 30 it rude if you are
exactly on time.

26. (A) organizing (B) organization (C)organ (D) organize

27. (A) importance (B) importantly (C) important (D) import
28.(A) relax (B) relaxed (C)relation (D) relaxation

29.(A)To (B)At (C)On (D)In

30. (A) consider (B) considerable (C) considerate (D) consideration

In the above test, what does Item 26 assess? Obviously it assesses syntactic
knowledge. The examinee who possesses knowledge of “parallel grammatical
construction” will correctly respond to Item 26. It is the design of the alternatives that
provides the clue to the answer. Judging from the syntax of the sentence in which the
cloze item resides, one can tell that in the blank of Item 26, a gerund form, which is
parallel to being, is joined by the coordinating conjunction and. Thus being on time
and organizing everything by exact time functions as the subject of the sentence. Since
among the four alternatives, only alternative (A) is a gerund, the examinee can reject
the distractors and easily identify the correct choice. Thus this item demands syntactic
knowledge.

What does Item 27 assess? Judging from the stem, we can predict that any
examinee with grammatical knowledge that “a predicate adjective completes a linking
verb be (is) and describes the subject” will find it easy to choose the correct answer
because among the four alternatives, only alternative (C) is an adjective. Again, it is
the arrangement of the alternatives that makes Item 27 assess the syntactic knowledge.

Likewise, Item 28 assesses syntactic competence because the cognitive process
demands that the examinee invoke the concept that “an adjective completes the
linking verb be (are).” Since among the four alternatives, only alternative (B) relaxed,
a past participle, can function as an adjective while the other three alternatives can not,
the examinee with the required knowledge can correctly identify the answer, focusing
attention on the stem, even ignoring the surrounding sentences in the text.

Item 29 tests the examinee’s knowledge of the phrase in fact. The use of this
phrase also involves the notion of lexical cohesion. Essentially, in the selected text the
phrase in fact does presuppose a textual sequence and signals a relationship between
segments of the discourse. Based on Halliday and Hasan (1976), the phrase in fact
signals adversative, conjimctive relations. Hence, the phrase can be designed to assess
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examinees’ discourse competence. However, here in the cloze item in question, i.e.,
Item 29, the two words in the phrase are separated, with the preposition in being
deleted. Among the four alternatives, only alternative (D) in collocates with the word
fact; all the distractors do not collocate with the word fact. Therefore, the examinee
can easily reject all the distractors and correctly retrieve the deleted word even
without taking notice of the relationship between segments of the discourse. Thus,
Item 29 measures examinees’ knowledge at the lexicogrammatical level rather than
the discourse level.

While analyzing the cognitive demands required in response to Item 30, we
notice first of all that those four alternatives belong to verb, adjective, adjective, and
noun respectively, in terms of parts of speech, and that the deleted word follows the
auxiliary verb might. Any examinee possessing grammatical knowledge about usage
of verbs following auxiliary verbs will have no difficulty identifying the verb root
consider as the only correct answer. The alternative design facilitates the processing
task to such a great degree that the examinee can identify the correct answer by only
processing the immediate environment of the blank. Item 30 demands syntactic
knowledge on the part of the examinees.

Supposedly, the test constructor deliberately used the cloze test to assess
lexicogrammatical knowledge. The constructor employed a particular item-generation
approach to accomplish his/her testing goal. In terms of construct validity this cloze
test assesses the lexicogrammatical knowledge but not the discourse knowledge. The
foregoing discussion traces back to the clues to each item and it in fact keeps track of
the test-taking process from the cognitive perspective. This is the necessary procedure
for one to determine what developed cloze items assess.

HOW DO DIFFERENT ITEM-GENERATION APPROACHES
AFFECT THE CONSTRUCT VALIDITY OF CLOZE ITEMS?

As the rationale of the cloze procedure dictates, the cloze test starts from
selecting/writing a text and then proceeds to word deletion and alternative design--for
a multiple-choice cloze. Text selection plays a very important role for the cloze test
and factors such as difficulty level, subject knowledge, pragmatic knowledge, and
discourse style of the text selection should all be taken into account (Chang, 1994).
Still, different item writers will certainly produce different cloze items based on the
same text and one can produce various possible sets of items for a specific text. For a
certain source text different approaches to item generation yield different test
products—cloze items embodying different types of construct.

Elucidating deletion procedures, Oller (1979) distinguishes the fixed-ratio
method from the variable-ratio method. The former deletes words according to a

90 93



Wu: item-generation of rational cloze

counting procedure, whereas the latter selects words on some other basis. He indicates
that the variable-ratio method involves deleting specific vocabulary items—either
content or function words, parts of speech, or particular types of grammatical markers.
In essence, the variable-ratio method is a version of the rational deletion procedure.
Bachman, an advocate of the rational deletion procedure, classified “three types of
deletion: 1) syntactic, which depended on clause-level context; 2) cohesive, which
depended on the interclausal or intersentential context, and 3) strategic, which
depended on parallel patterns of coherence” (1982, p63). He later categorized
deletions into four types: “1) within clause; 2) across clause, within sentence; 3)
across sentences, within text; and 4) extra-textual” (1985, p539). Meanwhile, Perkins
and German (1985) classify items according to the amount of context required to
restore the deleted word: immediate context (within two words on either side of
blank), intraclausal, interclausal, and intersentential. So far as the system for
categorizing cloze deletions is concerned, Jonz (1990) suggests that four models are
available: (1) two-category model (sentence- and text-level), (2) three constraint
levels (“sentence structure,” “vocabulary,” “cohesion” [both “lexical” and “syntactic”]
(3) four constraint levels (within clause, within sentence, across sentences,
extratextual), and (4) five constraint levels (local syntax, local lexis, cohesion within
sentence, cohesion across sentences, extratextual).

In his empirical study, Bachman (1985) justifies rational deletion procedures
from three angles. First, rational cloze tests are comparable in reliability and validity
to fixed-ratio cloze tests. Second, rational cloze tests need not be as long, nor
deletions as numerous as has been recommended in the literature for fixed-ratio tests.
Finally, the rational deletion procedure allows the test maker greater flexibility in
revising particular items. In contrast, Jonz (1990) maintains the standard fixed-ratio
cloze procedure, demonstrating that the fixed-ratio cloze is highly sensitive to
intersentential constraints. I am not against the fixed-ratio method at all. However,
since the rational deletion cloze tests enjoy much greater popularity in local contexts,
I would focus this study on the rational cloze.

The foregoing literature review reveals that two factors are crucial to deletion
procedures of a rational cloze. One is the linguistic category of the word to be deleted.
The other is the amount, or range, of context required to restore the deleted word.
Jonz’s frameworks are comprehensive and illuminating; however, they are difficult for
local test writers who are nonnative English speakers to use in preparing cloze tests.
An adaptation of the frameworks might facilitate the development of a rational cloze.

For the ease of discussion I will roughly classify the approaches to item
generation into three types: the syntactic-oriented, the lexical-oriented and the
discourse-oriented approach. Basically the approaches are classified according to the

N
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deletion strategy. The syntactic-oriented approach deliberately deletes function
words—such as pronouns, conjunctions, articles, prepositions, and auxiliary
verbs—which depend only on clause- or sentence-level structure. The lexical-oriented
approach deliberately deletes content words—such as nouns, adjectives, adverbs, and
main verbs—which are independent of interclausal and intersentential structure. The
discourse-oriented approach deliberately deletes words that depend on the context
across clauses, sentences, or paragraphs—the words can be content words or function
words (e.g., pronouns and conjunctions). Such a concise description of the approaches
seems adequate for the completion type of cloze because the examinee is required to
process on his/her own so as to retrieve the deleted words. However, for the
multiple-choice cloze, the alternatives will limit/affect the examinee’s processing, as
is illustrated in the previous section. That is, “what words to delete” and “what
alternatives to offer” will both have an effect on the type of construct embodied in a
rational multiple-choice cloze (Wu, 2001). Therefore, the way that the alternatives are
constructed also affects how the item-generation approach is classified. If the
alternative design leads the examinee to respond correctly soiely through the syntactic
clue, then the approach is classified as syntactic-oriented irrespective of its deletion
type. Let’s take those four multiple-choice items of Example 1 for instance, although
the deleted words are content words (of the lexical type), their alternative design is
based on word derivation and thus invokes the examinee’s syntactic knowledge,
which would be adequate for correct responses. We regard such items as
syntactic-oriented. If the alternative design leads the examinee to probe for the
meaning without referring to context beyond the clausal/sentential level, then the
item-generation is lexical-oriented. And if the alternative design demands the
examinee to process beyond the clausal/sentential level, the approach is
discourse-oriented. Understandably, a different item-generation approach will yield a
different type of test construct. If the intended purpose is to measure examinees’
syntactic knowledge, the use of the syntactic-oriented approach is justified. If the goal
is to assess lexical skill, the lexical-oriented approach is appropriate, and yet the
discourse competence requires the discourse-oriented approach.

Suppose we delete the same content words from the above-mentioned cloze
passage (Example 1), can we measure examinees’ semantic, or lexical, rather than
syntactic competence by offering different alternatives? The answer is “possibly.” The
key lies in offering all (or at least two) alternatives belonging to the same part of
speech. By doing so, we can prevent the examinee from employing the test wiseness
strategy to reject distractors through processing a sole-dimensional construct—syntax.
This implies that when the syntactic cue is not the single clue to the answer, the

examinee will be forced to probe deeper for the meaning of the whole sentence so as
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to select the correct alternative. For example, if we modify the syntactic-based options
in the above cloze passage as follows, we will shift the avenue of item generation
from a syntactic-oriented approach to a lexical-oriented one.

26. (A) organizing (B) collecting (C) exchanging (D) acquiring
27.(A) important (B) impolite (C) dangerous (D) scarce

28. (A)angry (B)relaxed (C)worried (D) curious

30. (A) consider (B)render (C)discover (D) leave

Now, if the revised items are embedded in the foregoing cloze (Example 1), you
will find that the processing tasks of these items are more dependent on the detection
of the semantic rather than the syntactic cues.

The foregoing observed effect of alternative design on construct validity could be
generalized to other multiple-choice cloze tests. Let’s take a look at another example,
which is also cited from the 1998 English Test of the Joint Entrance Examination for
Business-Vocational Colleges.

Example 2:

Today’s robots are like babies _ 31 with future generations. It is

impossible _ 32 imagine what the next generations will be like. It is
possible that they will __33  change life in _ 34  societies. The
students of today must be sure that these changes are good. Robots must
improve, not harm, the _ 35  of human life.

31. (A) compare (B) compared (C) comparison (D) comparative
32.(A)for (B)in (C)at (D)to

33. (A) complete (B) completed (C) completely (D) completion

34.(A) industry (B) industrialize (C) industrial (D) industrialist

35.(A) quality (B) qualify (C) quit (D) qualified

Employing the same technique of post-hoc analysis as used for Example 1, we
can conclude that in terms of the deletion strategy, Item 32, which deletes a function
word, is syntactic-oriented and the others are lexical-oriented. In terms of the
alternative design, all the items are constructed through the syntactic-oriented
approach. However, for the syntactic-oriented items with the content words being
deleted, we could adopt a lexical-oriented approach by varying the syntactic-based

alternatives as follows.
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31.(A) confused (B) compared (C) finished (D) matched
33.(A) early (B)gaily (C)completely (D) patiently

34. (A) primitive  (B) charitable (C) industrial (D) perfect
35.(A) quality (B) quantity (C) adversity (D) visibility

As we can see from the foregoing discussion, adopting the same text selection
and deleting the same content words, a test constructor could generate either syntactic
or semantic items, depending on the technique of alternative construction. However,
given the same source text, can a test constructor adopt the same deletions and
measure the examinees’ discourse skills? There seems to be no unequivocal answer to
this question. In fact, discourse skills entail recognition of the logical, heuristic and
other conventions of the written language. Reviewing Example 1, we find that the
items do not demonstrate the discourse-functional features. However, with the given
deletions, we will not necessarily turn the cloze items into ones that are
discourse-oriented simply by altering the options.

A discourse-oriented cloze demands a rational deletion procedure that is based on
a discourse analysis of the text selection. An arbitrary decision in the deletion
procedure can hardly yield discourse-functional deletions and a totally random
deletion procedure does not promise appropriate discourse-oriented items. Discourse
analysis focuses on linguistic units above the rank of clause and on their sequences. It
involves a thorough investigation of cohesive relations of a passage whereby the
interpretation of the passage in question is enabled (Halliday & Hasan, 1976).
Discourse analysis also emphasizes the social functions and the thematic and
informational structure of written language (Brown & Yule, 1983; McCarthy, 1991).
Thus discourse analysis potentially could be used to help generate cloze items

measuring discourse competence.

HOW CAN DISCOURSE ANALYSIS BE APPLIED TO THE
CLOZE PROCEDURE?

In order to generate discourse-oriented items we could conduct a discourse
analysis of the selected text before determining which are the important and
appropriate elements for deletion. A systematic analysis of the source text could help
the test constructor discover the characteristics of the text in terms of the number and
kinds of “cohesive ties.” In the first place, the tester has to identify the ties. Halliday
and Hasan (1976) proposed five types of cohesive ties: reference, substitution, ellipsis,
conjunction, and lexical cohesion. Experienced English teachers/testers in general are
aware of and can identify such ties in the selected text. Then, the tester has to consider

the importance of each tie in the text and its appropriateness as a test item. After
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careful deliberation, the tester finally determines what elements to delete. In what
follows, I will try to apply this approach to the source text of Example 1. For ease of
analysis and discussion, I will restore the deleted words and number the sentences as

follows:

People in different countries look at time differently (1). In some countries being
on time and organizing everything by exact time is very important (2). In other
countries people are more relaxed about time (3). It doesn’t matter if someone is late

(4). In fact, people might consider it rude if you are exactly on time (5).

Following Halliday and Hasan, I will first perform a discourse analysis on the
text. Starting from the last sentence, we find the phrase In fact occurs in the text as a
contrastive tie—as well as a marker of presupposition--relating the sentence to those
that precede it. The phrase In fact shows contrast between sentence (4) and sentence
(5) and it serves to indicate surprise about this contrast. We also find that in order to
interpret sentence (5) the reader/examinee needs to note the word i¢, which is a “text
reference” rather than a “personal reference” marker, refers to the portion of text if
you are exactly on time. Moreover, it needs to be noted that the word you in sentence
(5) is a generalized exphoric reference, which means “any human individual.” In
addition, the word someone in sentence (4), also a generalized exphoric reference,
actually has the same reference as the word you in sentence (5). Now consider
sentence (3). Here we find the word other, which coheres with the word some in the
preceding sentence. The words other countries in sentence (3) relate to some countries
in sentence (2) and form a cohesive tie. Finally it is worth noting that both lexical
items time and countries form cohesive chains by repetition, tracing back to the first
sentence of the passage. Since repetition is itself cohesive in its own right, these two
words automatically enter into cohesive ties. To sum up, this brief discourse analysis
yields the finding that those words which serve as important cohesive ties for the
comprehension of the text include countries, time, some, other, it and in fact.

After identifying the key words which signal cohesiveness of the text, we then
consider which of these words are appropriate for item construction. Basically, a
discourse-oriented cloze is supposed to contain all the important cohesive elements in
a text. However, this is in practice virtually impossible because there are only a
limited number of blanks for deletion and, more importantly, the cloze task is
dependent on the sufficient contextual clues. Redundant elements could facilitate the
task and this fact makes the cloze as a measure of English proficiency
meaningful—because redundancy is a normal phenomenon in authentic English

written text. Since adequate clues are required for an examinee-friendly cloze test, a
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moderate deletion rate would be desired. Carefully considering what words to delete
allows a rational cloze procedure to live up to its name. With the above notion in
mind, I now present below a cloze test which is based on the foregoing discourse
analysis.

Example 3:
People in different countries look at time differently. In some countries being on

time and organizing everything by exact __1__ is very important. In __2 _countries
people are more relaxed about time. It doesn’t matter if someone is late. _3
people might consider __4 _ rude if you are exactly on time.

1.(A)way (B)rule (C)place (D)time

2.(A)any (B)such (C)other (D) foreign

3.(A)Infact (B) Initself (C)Intime (D) In consequence

4.(A)as (B)it (C)this (D)so

Most people who investigate the cognitive demands of the above items will agree
that choosing correct responses to the items requires knowledge about discourse
structure on the part of the examinee. Of course, the above test is not the only possible
version, but it is apparent that based on a detailed discourse analysis of a given text,
one can produce several potential versions of the cloze. In any case, cloze items
generated through a discourse analysis can no longer be considered a random factor.
They are supposed to be characterized by their potential to measure discourse skills,
some of which may relate to or even incorporate syntactic or semantic features but
most manifest pragmatic features.

As Brown and Yule (1983) nicely put it, ““Doing discourse’ certainly involves
doing syntax and semantics, but it primarily consists of ‘doing pragmatics.”” (26)
Based on Halliday and Hasan, doing discourse analysis essentially involves
examining the actual words and phrases that create cohesive ties. Discourse analysis
can thus yield an insight into the way items are constructed in a cloze test. It is worth
noting that density and category of cohesive ties can vary from text to text and so
selection of the source text needs careful consideration because this can have a great
impact on the item generation. Discourse analysis will help the test constructor
determine not only what words to delete but also whether or not the text is appropriate
for test construction. Rhetoricians and textlinguists have reached a consensus that text
genres assume particular writing conventions (Grabe & Kaplan, 1996). Basically, we
should use a text with the typical textual structure of its genre. This principle needs to
be followed in order to insure adequate representation of the test items. Cloze item
generation actually starts from selecting an appropriate source text and discourse
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analysis helps the item constructor accomplish this task.

Could discourse analysis prove to be a systematic and feasible approach to cloze
item generation? I hold that we can be confident about this. One more example may
help shed light on this question, and I will present one more discourse analysis to
illustrate how it could serve as a useful approach to cloze item generation. It should be
noted that the term “discourse analysis” has come to be used in a way particularly
concerned with issues related to language comprehension and processing. Let’s take a
look at the following passage. Again, for the ease of discussion and analysis, each
sentence is assigned an identifying number.

The science of proxemics has identified four main distances at which
Americans interact with each other (1). Each of these zones has a close and
distant phase (2). First, there is the intimate zone (3). The close phase of this
zone—actual physical contact to about 6 inches—is used only with our
loved ones in such private activities as patting a child on the head or kissihg
(4). The distant phase—6 to 18 inches—is appropriate for very close friends
but not for casual acquaintances (5). The next zone is the personal zone (6).
Its close phase is roughly 18 inches to 2.5 feet, the distance family members
stand from each other (7). The distant phase, which extends to about 4 feet,
is common in a conversation among friends (8). The third zone is the social
zone, which is typical of business dealings (9). Colleagues at work use close
social distance (4 to 7 feet) (10). The distant phase (7 to 12 feet) is
automatically adopted in more formal circumstances—for example, when
newly introduced people are assessing each other, or when a low-level
employee is called into the boss’s office (11). Finally, there is the public zone,
which is used on the most formal public occasions (12). The more important
the speaker is, the further people stand from him or her (13). This zone can
extend to 25 feet and beyond (14). (Arnaudet & Barrett, 1990; pp. 54-55)

Scanning the whole text, an efficient English reader will notice that the text
exemplifies the discourse norm of enumeration. The writer develops a coherent
enumerative process by starting with a general class and then proceeding to break it
down, listing its parts. The writer follows a regular pattern of enumeration and fully
employs listing signals. It is worth noting that the writer applies two techniques for
signaling in the discourse. One is to employ a listing signal and a comma, followed by
a full sentence—as in sentences (3) and (12). The other is to employ the listing signal
and enumerator as the subject of the sentence—as in sentences (6) and (9).

Technique 1:
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Listing Signals

First, there is the intimate zone.
Finally, | |there is the public zone, which is used on the most formal occasions.

Full Sentence

Technique 2:

Listing Signals  Enumerator

v

The next zone | isthe personal zone.
The third zone

v

Subject.

is the social zone, which is typical of business dealings.

Now I will analyze the text in detail and examine how cohesion is achieved. The
first sentence introduces the topic of the discourse straightforwardly. The words these
zones in sentence (2) refer back (are anaphoric) to four main distances in the
preceding sentence. Sentence (2) suggests how the discourse will be organized and the
topic words zone, close, distant, and phase in the sentence are repeated in the
following sentences throughout the discourse, constituting the cohesive chains.
Sentence (3) starts with the listing signal First to link this sentence with the preceding
sentences. In sentence (4), the phrase this zone refers back to the intimate zone in the
preceding sentence. Also, since sentence (4) is quite long, it is necessary for us to
examine the intrasentential links of the sentence, because “much good discourse
analysis recognises the links between discourse organisation and grammatical choice”
(McCarthy, 1991; p38). The embedded elements inserted between the pair of
dashes--actual physical contact to about 6 inches--refer to the close phase. Besides, in
this sentence the word such collocates with as, and the context patting... head and
kissing facilitates the interpretation of private activities. As to sentence (5), the
embedded elements--6 to 18 inches--refer to the distant phase. And the words but not
highlight contrast between close friends and casual acquaintances.

Since sentence (2) suggests the enumerative genre of the discourse, the reader
can ascertain that sentence (4) and sentence (5) are written to support sentence (2) and
to elaborate sentence (3). In fact this pattern is recurrently followed so that four main
distances/zones are illustrated in a cohesive manner. The text is highly patterned, and
the writer embeds the patterns within the overall structure of the text. The reader can
identify the boundary of each segment/zone by means of the listing signals such as
First, The next zone, The third zone, and Finally. Grasping the structure of the text
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segment of the first zone, the reader is well equipped to comprehend the other
segments.

Let’s proceed now to briefly analyze the next text segment--sentences 6), (7),
and (8). The writer brings into focus the second zone--the personal zone--in sentence
(6) and defines specifically its two members in sentence (7) and sentence (8),
respectively.

When the reader proceeds, he/she can easily identify the segment that illustrates
the third zone—sentences (9), (10), and (11). In sentence (9) the relative pronoun
which is used to introduce an adjective clause as a modifier. In both sentence (10) and
sentence (11), the parentheses fulfill the same function as the dashes do in sentence (4)
and sentence (5)—to provide additional information. We continue now to examine the
intrasentential links of the longest sentence in the text, sentence (11). The dash allows
the writer to enumerate specific examples; thus the informative examples in this
sentence facilitate the interpretation of the words more formal circumstances.

Lastly, via the signal Finally, the reader can recognize that the last segment/zdne
begins with sentence (12). Unlike the previous segments, in which two members of
the general class--the close phase and the distant phase of the zone--are respectively
defined, this segment only defines the general class. This segment identifies the
appropriate range of the distance/zone but blurs the distinction between the
close/distant phases. The writer does so based on the socio-cultural knowledge
(concerning social interaction). In sentence (13), the comparative phrase more
important in the first clause presupposes a comparative form (of an adverb) in the
latter and the socio-cultural knowledge effects the lexical choice of the further. The
word beyond in the last sentence is anaphoric to further in the preceding sentence and
a semantic relationship is established between these two sentences, making the text
lexically cohesive.

Based on the above discourse analysis, I now present a constructed cloze test as

follows.

Example 4:

The science of proxemics has identified four main distances at which Americans
interact with each other. Each of these zones has a close and distant phase. First, there
is the intimate zone. The close phase of this zone—actual physical contact to about 6
inches—is used only with our loved ones in __1 _ private activities as patting a
child on the head or kissing. The distant phase—6 to 18 inches—is appropriate for
very close friends but not for casual acquaintances. __2 _ is the personal zone. Its

close phase is roughly 18 inches to 2.5 feet, the distance family members stand from
each other. The distant phase, which extends to about 4 feet, is common in a

99



HEF IR English Teaching o Leaming
26.4 (April 2002)

conversation among friends. The third zone is the social zone, __3 is typical of
business dealings. Colleagues at work use close social distance (4 to 7 feet). The
distant phase (7 to 12 feet) is automatically adopted in more formal _ 4 —for

example, when newly introduced people are assessing each other, or when a low-level
employee is called into the boss’s office. __ 5 , there is the public zone, which is
used on the most formal public occasions. The more important the speaker is, __ 6
people stand from him or her. This zone can extend to 25 feet and beyond.

(A)so (B)these (C)many (D) such

(A) Second, (B) The nextzone (C)Then, (D) The other zone

(A)it (B)this (C)which (D) what

(A) circumstances (B) dresses (C) behaviors (D) performances

(A) Initially (B) Originally (C) Totally (D) Finally

(A) so far (B) the longer (C) the further (D) and distantly

AN

At this point we can see that the above test adopts Storey’s (1997) position that
the discourse cloze test largely concentrates on cohesive devices and rhetorical
markers. The deletion procedure is based on the discourse analysis. Besides, the
distractors, constructed with a view to rendering them functional, or plausible, were
also designed on the basis of the discourse analysis. The construct validity of the
above cloze is thus supported because “If a test is constructed in accordance with a
relevant theory, then it has construct validity.” (Ingram, 1974; p 330) This claim
reflects the traditional concept of validity, which focuses on the observable
characteristics of the item itself. However, the examinees do not necessarily achieve
the test writer’s intended purposes in the actual test-taking process. Thus current
thinking about test validity also involves the examinees’ test-taking process itself (e.g.,
Storey, 1997; Sasaki, 2000). Because of page limit, this study does not further explore
the examinees’ test-taking process. This results in the limitation of the present study.

On the whole, this section demonstrates that discourse analysis can help generate
discourse-oriented cloze items. Finally, it is worth noting that in Item 3 of Example 3
as well as Item 2 and Item 6 of Example 4, a phrase instead of a word is deleted. So
far as this practice is concerned, Yang (1996) remarked, “The practice of deleting a
phrase instead of a word ... obviously violates the fundamental principle of the cloze
procedure, thus jeopardizing its construct validity.” (65) He cited a sample from the
1993 JCEE English test—Item 27 as shown below—and commented that deleting the
phrase instead of rendered the item a measure of a discrete-point skill: the knowledge
of the idiom instead of. He argued that items involving deleted phrases failed to tap
the examinee’s ability to use textual cues. However, I do not agree with Yang. Let’s
first take a look at the text and the item:
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Each of your fingertips has many tiny lines. ......

For thousands of years, people have known that no two people have the
same fingerprints. Long, long ago, people used fingerprints _ 27
signatures as a way of identifying themselves. About a hundred years ago,
fingerprinting began to be used as a way to identify people who committed
crimes. Today, we can make computers look at the fingerprints of people to
identify them.

27. (A) instead of (B) as aresult of (C) by means of (D) on account of

It is the design of the alternatives rather than the deletion strategy that should
account for this item’s failure to demand the examinee’s ability to use textual cues
because none of the distractors are plausible. In fact, not only the deletion strategy but
also the alternative design will affect the type of test construct. In my view, deleting
the individual word instead (or, of) will not make a better item than deleting the
phrase. But if the phrase “as well as” (or “in addition to”) is juxtaposed along with
instead of in the alternative list, the examinee will be forced to process larger context
and to clarify the intersentential relationship, or at least to activate the pragmatic
knowledge—background knowledge of the real world. As the cited text indicates, the
alternative as well as/in addition to might be plausible—the phrase fits the stem
(syntactically correct and semantically acceptable) but does not fit the text under
discussion. This suggests that the juxtaposition of as well as/in addition to in the
alternatives could make the deletion of the phrase instead of as a measure of
examinees” discourse knowledge as well as lexical knowledge.

The above discussion reflects Alderson’s (1979) view:

“The fact that the procedure does not delete phrases or clauses must limit its
ability to test more than the immediate environment, since individual words
do not usually carry textual cohesion and discourse coherence (with the
obvious exception of cohesive devices like anaphora, lexical repetition and
logical connectors.” (225)

CONCLUSION

The deletion strategy (and the alternative design for the multiple-choice cloze)
will decide the item-generation approach to a rational cloze. Among three cloze
item-generation approaches, the syntactic-oriented approach focuses on the syntactic
aspect of the written language and the lexical-oriented approach concentrates on the
lexical dimension. These two approaches tend to yield items measuring low-level
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linguistic competence. In contrast, the discourse-oriented approach could yield items
that also measure high-level processing skills. This does not necessarily mean that the
discourse-oriented approach is superior to the other two approaches. What is
emphasized in this study is the fact that different item-generation approaches can
implement different types of test construct. When constructing a cloze procedure, the
test writer should decide which approach to adopt according to the testing goal. After
writing the test, the constructor needs to put himself/herself into the role of the
examinee, go through the test-taking process, and carefully examine the cognitive
demands required to respond to the item.

Discourse analysis can be useful to English testers in generating cloze items. It
helps the test constructor assess whether a target text is a deviant or a conventional
type of discourse, thus helping him/her make a good choice of text selections. It also
helps the test constructor investigate cohesive ties of the text selection; thus assisting
him/her to determine which elements could be constructed as cohesive cloze items. In
brief, discourse analysis can be helpful in generating discourse-oriented cloze items.

This paper suggests that English teachers and item writers should be aware that
deletions of words/phrases in a cloze test must be well justified. It is hoped that this
paper will invite language testers’ constant attention to the issue of validity and that
discourse skills will receive increased attention in English teaching and testing. While
this study examines test validity focusing on the intrinsic factor of a task, one
perspective which has been somewhat neglected is that of the examinee. It is
recommended that further research be aimed at investigating the examinee’s actual
test-taking process. A think-aloud protocol or an introspective interview could be
adopted to access information about the examinee’s cognitive process.
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Investigation of Test-takers' Views on Difficulty at Task level:
A Case Study of GEPT-Intermediate Spoken Performance

Row-Whei Wu

Language Training & Testing Center

Abstract
This study investigated test-takers' views on the difficulty of the tasks employed in
the speaking component of the GEPT Intermediate Test (£ R 3tk ¥#8&), a
tape-mediated test. Some 289 GEPT test-takers completed a post-test questionnaire,
providing feedback on difficulty at task level. In particular, various variables
associated with performance conditions, such as planning time and response time
were investigated based on test-takers' responses. In addition, relationships between
the test-takers' responses and their varying proficiency levels were investigated. The
test-takers' views are of interest to the test developers, who wish to ensure that the
test is appropriate for all test-takers. Test-takers’ views may also be of use in

improving task design in the GEPT Speaking Test.

Key Words: performance conditions, task difficulty, test development, test of spoken
English

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

This investigation takes up Norris' (1998) call to examine task difficulty when
designing tasks for performance-based - assessment in order to provide more
comprehensive evidence for sequencing of task difficulty. Weir (1993) described tasks
in terms of a set of language operations and performance conditions. This view of
describing task difficulty has the advantage to the test developer in that it can be used
as an aid to task development and task evaluation. Skehan (1996) suggested that task
difficulty should be based on an assessment of the contributions of variables related to
processing components: code complexity, cognitive complexity, and communicative
demand. The difficulty components can act as a useful means for identifying ability
requirements and task characteristics that are inherent in L2 tasks. Thus, variables
which affect difficulty can be estimated by identifying these components within a
given task.

The GEPT is a five-level criterion-referenced test recently developed for national

use in Taiwan. The GEPT-Intermediate Speaking Test, investigated in this study
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(Appendix A), is a tape-mediated test, and contains the following tasks: Reading
Aloud (I), Answering Questions 1-5 (I[A), Answering Questions 6-10 (IIB), and
Picture Description (II). In this investigation, to identify variables affecting the
difficulty of the tasks in the GEPT-Intermediate Speaking Test, the following issues
were addressed:

1. Task Difficulty Sequence
To confirm the hypothesis that the sequence of task difficulty as perceived by the
test-takers is similar to the sequence created when designing the test

2. Code Complexity '
Whether the test-takers understood vocabulary and sentence structures appearing in
each of the tasks

3. Cognitive Complexity
The degree to which the test-takers considered their test performance to be affected
by their familiarity with the setting of the picture used in Picture Description (III)

4, Communicative Demand
The degree to which the test-takers considered their test performance to be affected
by the length of time given to them to plan and to perform the task; other conditions
under which planning takes place, for example, guided planning vs. unguided
planning, were also investigated

_ 5. Variables related to taped speakers

Whether the test-takers felt it was easier to understand a male speaker or a female

speaker

METHOD

For this study, 289 test-takers, who attended the last session of the operational
test administered in September 2000, were asked to respond to a questionnaire
immediately after they completed the test. The questionnaire, written in Chinese,
contained 20 multiple-choice questions and one open-ended question (Appendix
B-translation).

The test-takers were divided into three groups according to their scores: 44 in the
high level group (scores ranging from 90 to 100), 141 in the medium level group
(scores ranging from 70 to 89) and 104 in the low level group (scores ranging from 40
to 69). This sample was found to be representative of the entire population of
test-takers who had taken the operational test. Test-takers' responses to Items 3,4, 5, 6,
10, 11, and 21 (open-ended questions) are not included in this paper; however, they
will be addressed in a follow-up study.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The test-takers' responses to the questionnaire are presented below with
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discussion.
Questionnaire Results for Items 1, 7, 8, 14

Questionnaire Items 1, 7, 8, and 14 were designed to elicit test-takers' views on
the task difficulty of each of the four tasks in the speaking test, and to see whether or
not the degree of task difficulty they perceived was the same or different from the
degree of task difficulty in the sequence created when designing the test. The four
tasks, in sequence, are Reading Aloud (I), Answering Questions 1-5 (IIA), Answering
Questions 6-10 (IIB), and Picture Description (III). Percentage responses for these
items are given in Table 1 below. Responses are in total by all proficiency levels.

Table 1
Questionnaire Results for Items 1, 7, 8, 14

[Options- Q1D [Q7aia) - |Q8(B) |ou4am -
Easy 63% 18% 8% 9%

Just about right  {36% 68% 61% 50%
Difficult 1% 14% 31% 41%

For Questionnaire Items 1, 7, 8, and 14, the intention was (o determine whether
test-takers felt the test tasks progressed from easier to more difficult as in the
sequence designed in the test. Ninety-nine percent of the respondents indicated that
they considered Reading Aloud (I) to be easy or just about right; 86% of the
respondents considered Answering Questions 1-5 (IIA) to be easy or just about right;
69% of the respondents considered Answering Questions 6-10 (IIB) to be easy or just
about right; and 59% of the respondents indicated that they considered Picture
Description (III) to be easy or just about right. Furthermore, these views of task
difficulty were repeated across high, medium, and low proficiency test-takers, as
shown in Table 2 below.
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Table 2
Breakdown of Responses by Proficiency Level

Proficiency  |[High ' Medium Low

Level ‘ o 5 .

[Options T A R I LR A T O A O

‘ 0 |[A) |dIB) |Ih |(@) ° |IA) |({B) |10 |@) ((HA) |(IB) (1D

Easy 80% (34% [25% (14% (62% |18% (6% (9% [57% [12% [4% |6%

Just about right [18% [61% (59% |59% [36% [69% |65% [46% [43% (69%-|56% 52
%

Difficult 2% 5% [16% [27% {1% [13% [29% [43% (0% (19% (40% |42
%

Unanswered |0 |0 |0 [0 [1% [0 [0 [2% |0 [0 o o

It is noteworthy that approximately 30% of the test-takers in the high level group
thought that Picture Description (III) was difficult. Further research is needed to
determine the factors influencing test-takers' perception of difficulty in this task.

Questionnaire Results for Items 2, 12, 19, 20
Questionnaire Items 2, 12, 19, and 20 were intended to elicit test-takers' views on
the length of time given to prepare for and to perform each of the tasks. Percentage
responses for these questions are given in Table 3 below. Responses are in total by all
proficiency levels.
Table 3

Questionnaire Results for Items 2, 12, 19, 20

[Questionnaire Items 2 12 19 20 '
——~__ Planor perform/Task {Plan/1  |Perform/Il - [Plan/Ill Perform/111
|Options B I AN T R B
Too long 3% 21% 3% 33%
Sufficient 70% 57% 45% 50%

Not sufficient 27% 22% 52% 16%
Unanswered 0 0 0 1%

For Questionnaire Items 2, 12, 19, and 20 on the time given to prepare for and to
perform tasks, a total of 70% of the respondents indicated that the time provided to
prepare for Reading Aloud (I) was sufficient; 57% indicated that the time provided to
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complete Answering Questions 1-5 and 6 - 10 (IIA & IIB) was sufficient; 45%
responded that the length of time given to prepare in Picture Description (III) was
sufficient; and 50% responded that the length of time provided to complete the picture
description was sufficient.

As for the other options, a marked number of respondents indicated that the time
provided was either “too long” or “not sufficient.” For example, over 30% of the
respondents felt that too much time was provided to complete the picture description,
while 52% of the respondents felt that not enough time was provided to prepare for
the picture description. Table 4 provides a breakdown of the responses to these
questions arranged according to proficiency level.

Table 4
Breakdown of Responses by Proficiency Level

Proﬁclency Level [High < 0o s IMediuiy
Quesuonnmre Items 173 TR 1§3 207 2
> Planor Plan/hPer-

: ';;f Bet:form/ o Jform: IR /III form /I;, lform /III fo_fm
U NJask | e J1 EEL8 I 11
[Options -~ Nl i b olee o ) AL
Too long 11% [20% [7% [36% {1% [20% [2% {30% |3% |21% (2% |35%
Sufficient 7% |52% |41%|50% [72% |57% |50% [50% |64% |58% (42% [50%
Not sufficient 11% [27% [52%(14% [27% [23% [48% [18% |33% [21% [56% |15%

Unanswered 1% (1% o lo o [0 0 [2% (0 ({0 [0 |0

For Task I (Plan), 3% of the respondents indicated that the planning time
provided was too long. A breakdown of these responses according to proficiency level
indicates that 11% of the respondents in the high level group, 1% of those in the
medium level group, and 3 % of those in the low level group felt that the planning
time provided was too long. These results can be said to reflect the impatience of
respondents in the high level group with what they considered to be an easy task, and
the satisfaction of respondents in the medium and low level groups, who felt that the
amount of planning time provided matched their requirements.

For Tasks IIA and IIB (Performance), 22% of the respondents indicated that the
time provided to complete Answering Questions 1 - 5 and 6 - 10 (Tasks IIA and Iil3)
was not sufficient. A breakdown of these responses by proficiency level shows ihat
27% of the respondents in the high level group, 23% of those in the medium levei

group, and 21% of those in the low level group felt that not enough time was provided.

It seems noteworthy that more high level than medium or low level respondents felt
that the time provided to complete Tasks IIA and IIB was not sufficient. A possible
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explanation is that these high level test-takers, who possessed better fluency and
overall speaking ability than the medium and low level ones, did not feel that they
were able in the time provided to fully express themselves. In other words, the given
amount of time did not allow them to communicate everything they wanted to say.
They may have also felt that the more they could say in answering the questions, the
better their score would be. The medium and low level test-takers, on the other hand,
may have felt more satisfied overall with the amount of time provided. That is, they
may have felt that they were able during that time to say everything that their more
limited ability allowed them to. Some of them may also have felt that the less they
said in answering the questions, the better, since longer responses would likely
include more errors that would lower their score.

For test developers, it is always difficult to decide on the proper amount of time
needed to perform a task. Providing insufficient time may impose unnecessary stress
on high level test-takers and consequently, affect their performance. However, if the
time given is too long, this will impose stress on low proficiency test-takers. This
tension becomes even more obvious in the context of a tape-mediated speaking test, in
which the time provided for speaking is fixed for every test-taker no matter what
his/her proficiency level is. This amount of time cannot be adjusted in accordance
with the test-taker's performance as it can in oral proficiency interview (OPI) testing.
Therefore, time availability is a critical and highly influential variable in task
performance, particularly in the simulated oral proficiency interview (SOPI) context,
which the GEPT-Intermediate speaking test employs.

As for the amount of planning time (30 seconds) provided for Picture
Description (III), 52% of the respondents indicated that it was not sufficient. A
breakdown of their responses based on their levels of proficiency shows that 52% of
the respondents in the high level group, 48% of those in the medium level group, and
56% of those in the low level group felt that the amount of planning time was not
sufficient. It appears that the test-takers in the medium level group felt more satisfied
with the amount of planning time. Surprisingly, the high level group had the second
highest percentage of respondents who indicated that the planning time was not
sufficient. This result could be related to high expectations they may have had of their
own performance. They may have been concerned that the anxiety they felt as a result
of the limited planning time affected their performance on the test. The test-takers in
the low group, on the other hand, may have felt that they needed more time to think
about the topic and plan what they wanted to say.

For Task III (Performance), generally speaking, the test-takers showed
satisfaction with the performance time. It is worth noting, however, that 33% of the
respondents who felt that the performance time (1.5 minutes) was too long. A
breakdown of the responses by level of proficiency shows that 36% of the respondents
in the high level group, 30% of those in the medium level group, and 35% of those in
the low level group felt that the performance time was too long. The high proficiency
test-takers may have needed much less time to perform the task than the low
proficiency ones and, subsequently, felt that the amount of performance time provided
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was excessive. The low level test-takers, meanwhile, may have felt that more
performance time was provided than they could actually use due to their lower
proficiency, which could lead to “dead time” after they finished talking.

Questionnaire Results for Item 9

Questionnaire Item 9 was designed to elicit test-takers’ views on the degree of
task difficulty if each question in Answering Questions (II) was played only once.
Percentage responses for Questionnaire Item 9 are given in Table 5 below.

Table 5
Questionnaire Results for Item 9

Proficienicy Level .~ .« [H i M- o Lo Total o
The difficulty will decrease. 2% 4% [1% 4%
The difficulty will increase. 68% 73% 77% 74%

The difficulty will not change. 30% 23% 16% 22%

A total of 74% of the respondents in all proficiency levels felt that the degree of
task difficulty would increase if each question in Answering Questions was played
only once. A breakdown by proficiency level shows that 68% of the respondents in
the high level group, 73% of those in the medium level group, and 77% of those in the
low level group felt that the difficulty would increase. These results reflect the
proficiency of the test-takers in each group: the lower the proficiency level, the higher
the percentage of test-takers who felt that the difficulty would increase. This is
understandable since test-takers at all levels generally prefer to hear a test question
twice. High proficiency test-takers can confirm their understanding of the question
when they hear it the second time; low proficiency test-takers, on the other hand, may
need to hear the question twice in order to grasp its meaning. Furthermore, all
test-takers can use the extra moments provided by repetition of the question to prepare
their answer. Repeating the question compensates for the lack of opportunity in a
SOPI-like test for test-takers to request repetition or ask for clarification, which is
provided in the OPI context (Wigglesworth, 1997). The results obtained here confirm
the need to repeat the questions.

Questionnaire Results for Item 13

Questionnaire Item 13 is designed to elicit test-takers’ views on whether a male
speaker or a female speaker is easier to understand. The percentage responses are
given in Table 6 below.
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Table 6

Questionnaire Results for Item 13
Proficiency Level . ©~ H | .. M- | Lz Total
Options’ .~ o | o T P e e
Female 23% 33% 24% 28%
Male 0% 4% 6% 4%
No difference 77% 63% 69% 67%
Unanswered 0 0 1% 1%

Although most of the test-takers felt that male and female speakers were equally
easy to understand, it is noteworthy that approximately 30% of the respondents across
all proﬁciency levels felt that a female speaker was easier for them to understand than
a male speaker. This result could reflect a perception among these test-takers that a
female voice is clearer, friendlier and more pleasant to listen to. While the overall
results support the view that the gender of the speaker does not markedly affect test
difficulty, the reasons why some test-takers prefer a female speaker should be
explored in future studies.

Questionnaire Results for Item 15

Questionnaire Items 15 and 16 were designed to find out whether test-takers
considered their degree of familiarity with the setting in the picture used in Picture
Description (III) affected the difficulty of the task. The percentage responses are given
in Tables 7 and 8 below.

Table 7
Questionnaire Results for Item 15

—

Proficiency Level | .

Options -~ ;% | L e s T T
Familiar 41% 46% 42% 44%
Unfamiliar 57% 54% 56% 55%
Unanswered 2% 0 2% 1%

In response to Item 15 on how the setting in the picture appeared to the
test-takers, 44% of the respondents over all proficiency levels indicated that the
setting was familiar, while 55% of the respondents across all levels indicated that the
setting was unfamiliar.

If the premise is that stress in test-takers will be reduced if they are familiar with
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the setting, then the finding that 55% of these respondents across all levels felt the
setting was unfamiliar indicates that the setting used in this picture does not achieve
the goal of reducing stress in test-takers.

Table 8

Questionnaire Results for Item 16

Proficiency Level H. LM L. | . Total, .
Optiqns ‘ o S ;
Strongly affected 55% 59% 61% 59%
Slightly affected 39% 34% 28% 33%

Not affected 6% 6% 11% 8%
Unanswered 0 1% 0 0

In response to Item 16 on the degree to which test-takers considered their
performance to be affected by the familiarity of the setting in the picture, 59% of the
respondents over all levels felt that their performance was strongly affected. A
breakdown by proficiency level shows that 55% of the respondents in the high level
group, 59% of those in the medium level group, and 61% of those in the low level
group felt that their performance was strongly affected by the familiarity of the setting.
In sum, over half of the respondents across all levels believed that their performance
was affected by their lack of familiarity with the setting in the illustration. These
test-takers may have felt that their performance was affected because of the additional
cognitive effort that was required as they attempted to recall such a setting or relate it
to their personal experience. These results indicate the importance of carefully
selecting settings for use in Picture Description (IIT).

Questionnaire Results for Item 17

Questionnaire Items 17 and 18 were designed to elicit test-takers’ views on how
they felt about the guided questions provided in Chinese for Picture Description (Part
HI). The percentage responses are given in Tables 9 and 10.
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Table 9
Questionnaire Results for Item 17

Proficiency Level - - "H M | L | Total
Options e o | L .
Very helpful 30% 20% . 23% 22%
Helpful 34% 40% 38% 39%
Not helpful ' 23% 35% 31% 32%
Not helpful at all 13% 4% 8% 7%
Unanswered 0 1% 0 0

For Item 17, a total of 61% of the respondents over all proficiency levels
indicated that the questions were either very helpful or helpful. If the aim of the
guided questions is to facilitate test-takers’ planning by providing some guidance,
then test-takers should find them helpful. While positive feedback was gained from
61% of the test-takers, 32% of the respondents chose the “not helpful” option. Why
did 32% consider the guided question to be not helpful? One possibility is that the
questions were not worded in such a way as to really be helpful to these test-takers.
On the other hand, some high proficiency test-takers may have felt that they did not
need this help to perform the task. Test-takers’ views on the effectiveness of guided
questions should be investigated in future research.

Table 10
Questionnaire Results for Item 18
Proficiency Level * =~ -~ | ~H < | M =) ) Ly | Total:
Options N T D D S
The difficulty will decrease. 14% 13% 15% 14%
The difficulty will increase. 16% 35% 41% 34%
The difficulty will not change. 68% 52% 43% 51%
Unanswered 2% 0 1% 1%

For Item 18, on the extent to which test-takers felt the degree of difficulty would
change if the guided questions were in English, a total of 51% of the respondents over
all proficiency levels felt that the difficulty would not change. Breaking these
responses down based on proficiency level, 68% of the respondents in the high level
group, 52% of those in the medium level group, and 43% of those in the low level
group felt that the degree of difficulty would not change. These results can be
considered to reflect the proficiency of the test-takers: the lower the proficiency level,
the lower the percentage of test-takers who thought that the difficulty would not
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change. On the other hand, it is interesting that nearly half of the low-level test-takers
felt that the difficulty would not change. This challenges the test designers’
assumption that providing questions in Chinese would reduce the level of code
complexity and, therefore, the difficulty of the task. It also points out the need to look
for other variables besides language that affect task difficulty.

CONCLUSION

By means of a post-test questionnaire, this study investigated test-takers' views
on task difficulty in the GEPT-Intermediate speaking test and tried to determine
variables affecting task difficulty. In addition, relationships between test-takers' views
on task difficulty and their varying proficiency levels were discussed. The findings are
summarized below.

1. The GEPT test-takers' overall perception of the task difficulty sequence
paralleled the designed sequence. Further, this overall view of task difficulty
was repeated across proficiency levels.

2. As for the amount of planning time given for tasks, the test-takers' responses
can be said to reflect their levels of proficiency. However, the degree of task
difficulty can be considered an influential factor affecting test-takers' need for
time to plan. For example, in Task I, Reading Aloud, which is considered an
easy task, the responses of test-takers in the high level group seem to reflect
their impatience with the planning time, which they considered to be too long.
On the other hand, the rest of the test-takers indicated that they were satisfied
with the amount of time provided, which they apparently needed to plan the
task. Turning to Task III, Picture Description, which is considered the most
difficult task in the GEPT speaking test, the questionnaire responses indicated
that a marked number of test-takers at both the high and low levels felt that the
amount of planning time provided was not sufficient. We believe that although
more test-takers in both the high and low level groups felt the need for a
longer planning time, their reasons were probably different. More proficient
test-takers tend to have higher expectations of their performance; as a result,
they may believe that they can perform better if they are given more time for
planning. In contrast, less proficient test-takers may feel the need for more
time to process language during the planning time. A retrospective study on
how test-takers utilize the planning time provided for tasks should be
conducted in the future to investigate whether these hypotheses are correct.

3. To lower the communicative demand imposed on the test-takers, each question
in Task II, Answering Questions, was played twice. The results confirm the
test developers' view that the task difficulty would increase if the question was
played only once. In a SOPI context, test-takers are not provided with any
opportunity to request repetition or ask for clarification as is the case in
real-life communication; therefore, it is desirable to compensate for this lack
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in the test. Playing the question a second time gives test-takers another
opportunity to either grasp its meaning or confirm their previous
understanding.

4. Although it was believed by the test developers that the gender of the taped
speaker was not a variable affecting task difficulty, quite a number of the
test-takers felt that a female speaker was easier for them to understand. The
reasons for this preference and the question of whether or not the gender of the
taped speaker affects task difficulty should be explored in future studies.

5. More than 50% of the respondents across all levels believed that their
performance had been affected by their lack of familiarity with the setting in
the picture in Task III, Picture Description. The results point out the need to
carefully choose illustration settings for the GEPT speaking test.

6. The guided questions in Task III, Picture Description, are intended to guide
test-takers as they plan the task. The results showed that 61% of the
respondents felt the guided questions were helpful. Despite the positive
feedback, it is also clear that 32% of the respondents did not feel the questions
were helpful. It was possible that the guided questions were not phrased
effectively and that there is room for improvement.

7. In general, the test-takers did not feel that Task III, Picture Description, would
be more difficult if the guided questions were given in English instead of
Chinese. However, the figures show that a quite marked number of
respondents (43%) at the low level group thought that guided questions in
English would not change the degree of difficulty. This result is contrary to the
expectation of the test developers that providing questions in Chinese would
reduce the difficulty of the task. This also indicates the need to explore for
variables besides language that affect task difficulty.

In short, this study of questionnaire responses has provided some direction for
future improvement of the GEPT-Intermediate speaking test. More importantly, some
variables influencing task difficulty have been identified, and remain to be
investigated in future research.
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APPENDIX A
A Brief Introduction to GEPT-Intermediate Speaking Test

The actual test length for the speaking component of the GEPT-Intermediate Test
is about 15 minutes. The test-run itself is about 40 minutes, including explanation and
demonstration of how to operate the lab equipment. All rubrics are in Chinese, which
candidates can both see and hear. The speaking test is divided into three parts.

In the first part, Reading Aloud, candidates are given one minute to silently read
the two to three passages printed in the test paper. They are then given two minutes in
which they are to read the passages aloud. The text genres of the passages are mainly
narrative and expository. The vocabulary used within the passages is controlled within
the range with which high school graduates in Taiwan can be assumed to be familiar.

For the second part, Answering Questions, there are ten questions in this part,
each question being heard twice. In this part, for Questions 1 to 5, for each question,
candidates are given 15 seconds to complete an answer; for Questions 6 to 10, for
each question, candidates are given 30 seconds to complete an answer. The questions
are designed to elicit candidates’ output in relation to various communicative
functions, such as giving personal information, giving directions, making comparisons,
apologizing, congratulating, and so on.

In the third part of the test, Picture Description, candidates see a picture
accompanied by three to four guided questions (written in Chinese) in their test paper.
They are given 30 seconds to look over the picture and questions. They are then given
1.5 minutes to complete a description of the picture.
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APPENDIX B

Questionnaire (translation)

Part I Reading Aloud

1. In general, how do you feel about the task you were asked to perform in Reading
Aloud?
A.Easy B. Justaboutright C. Difficult

2. In general, how do you feel about the amount of time (one minute) given to
prepare for this task?
A.Too long B. Sufficient C. Not sufficient

3. How does the vocabulary in the reading appear to you in general?
A. Easy B.Justaboutright C. Difficult

4. How do the sentence structures in the reading appear to you in general?
A.Easy B.Justaboutright C. Difficult

5. How do the topics in the reading appear to you?
A. Familiar B. Some are familiar and some are unfamiliar ~ C. Not familiar

6. How do the text types appear to you?
A. Familiar B. Some are familiar and some are unfamiliar C. Not familiar

Part I Answering Questions

7. In general, how do you feel about the first five questions in this part?
A.Easy B. Justabout right C. Difficult

8. In general, how do you feel about the last five questions in this part?
A.Easy B.Justaboutright C. Difficult

9. Do you think that if each question is played only ONCE, the task difficulty will
change?
A. I think that the difficulty will decrease.
B. I think that the difficulty will increase.
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C. Ido not think that the difficulty will change.

10. How well do you understand the questions as they are worded?
A. Completely B. About 80% C. About 50% D. Below 50%

11. How do the topics appear to you?
A. Familiar B. Some are familiar and some are unfamiliar C. Not familiar

12. In general, how do you feel about the amount of time given to answer?
A.Too long B. Sufficient C. Not sufficient.

13. Which do you think is easier for you to understand, a male speaker or a female
speaker ?
A.Female B.Male C. No difference between a male and a female speaker

Part III Picture Description

14. How do you feel about what you were asked to do in Picture Description in
general?
A.Easy B.Just about right C. Difficult

15. How does the setting of the picture appear to you?
A. Familiar
B. Unfamiliar

16. Do you think that your performance was affected by how familiar you were with
the picture setting?
A. Strongly affected B. Slightly affected C. Not affected

17. Do you think that the guided questions provided are helpful?
A. Very helpful B. Helpful C. Not helpful D. Not helpful at all

18. Do you think that if the guided questions are in English, then the difficulty of the
task will change?
A. Ithink that the difficulty will decrease.
B. Ithink that the difficulty will increase.
C. Ido not think that the difficulty will change.
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19. How do you feel about the planning time (30 seconds) provided?
A. Too long B. Sufficient C. Not sufficient

20. How do you feel about the amount of time you were given to answer (1.5 mins)?
i A.Too long B. Sufficient C. Not sufficient -

21. Please describe below what you did during the 30-second planning time?
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